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FOREWORD

Since 1963 post-high school programs in agriculture have been
oifered in Ohio to prepare youth to enter the world of work as agri-
cultural technicians. These programs, which provide a new level of
occrupational and educational choice for high school graduates, have
been well received, During the current year we have 1l programs with
364 students enrolled. Plans ar2 underway for the development of a
number of additional programs.

In order that the technician programs be most appropriate in
meeting the interests and needs of the employers as well as the
students, it is desirable that we learn as much as possible concerning
the nature of the students served, the factors and forces that cause
tlem to enroll and complete such progrars, and the effectiveness of each
program. Such a study was completed by Dr. William J. Becker in 1968,
The study herein reported is a continuation of that effort by Vincent
Feck and Maynard Iverson. Feck assumed primary responsibility for
revising the Becker questionnaire and securing the data, Iverson
programed for data processing and summarized and prepared the written
report,

The Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center at Wooster
in cooperation with the North Central Region Agricultural Experiment
Station Committee supported this study as a part of NC-86, The title
of the North Central project is "The Anatomy of Decision Making As It

Relates to Occupational and Educational Choices of Rural Youth,"

Ralph E, Bender

it
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STUDENT AND PROGRA:i CHARACTERISTICS OF

TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAIS IN OiIIO

The education of agricultural technicians in Ohio has grown steadily
since its inception in 1963 when 17 students enrolled in the first
program., During the 1969-70 school yeér, eight institutions offered 11
programs enrolling a total of 364 students. This expansibn in technical
programs in agriculture has ﬁroduced a need for more information
about stude-*s and programs, In order to pro?ide a sound b;sis for
planring and subsequent improvement ‘and expansion of technical agri-
culture programs to better méet the needs of Ohio's youth and of the
Ohio agricultural industry, - questions need to be answered regarding why
students enroll and finish technical programs, why some drop out, and
what factors contribute to the success of ‘the individuals in technical
school and on the job.

" The {irst attempt to secure needed answers to these qugstions was
made in é 1968 Ph. D: dissertation by Beckerl, who investigated the
first five yearé”of technical agriculture programs in.Ohios A research
report by Becker and Benderz published in September of 1968 presented
the mijor findings. (liereafter, reference made to this study will be

in the form of "the Becker study", or simply 'Becker’,)

1Becker, William J. "Technical Agriculture Programs in Ohio with
Zmphasis Upon Student and Program Characteristics," Unpublished Ph, D,
dissertation, The Ohio State University, 1968. .

2Becker, Ji1liam J., and Bender, Ralph £. Technical Agriculture
Pregrams in Ohio with Cmphasis Upon Student and Program Characteristics,
Columbus, Ohiot The Ohio State University, September, 1968,

6




As a continuing follow-up of the basic concerns of Becker's inves=
tigation, the writers conducted a study of technical agriculture programs

in Ohio for the school year 1368-69.

Purpose

The primary purpose of this study was to identify the character-
§stics of students in the technical agriculture programs in Ohio and to
determine the association between selected student characteristics,

their success in the program and their later success in the world of work.

Objectives

The specific objectives of this study were tos

1, Determine the enrollments and the draving and the holding power
0l post-high school agricul;ural technician training programs.

2. Identify the characteristics of students enrolled in post-high
school agricultural technician training programs.

3. Determine the association between selected characteristics of
students and,;heir success as students and as agricultural technicians,

4. Determine the factors and forces which influenced students to-
enroll in and complgte agricultural technician training programs.

5. Determine the satisfaction of students, dropouts, and graduates
with their agricultu;al technician training program.

6., Determine how adequately the technician trgining programs in
agriculture prepared graduates to achieve the level of performance ex-

pected by their employers.

ERIC "
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Scope

The population of this study included all students and dropouts in
the seven agricultural technology programs conducted at five schools in
Ohié during the 1968-69 school year, plus the 1968 spring graduates of
four programs and their employers.

2

Method of Investigation

This study was a continuation of the evaluation of post=high school
agricultural technician training programs in Ohio campleted in 1968
under the direction of Becker and Bender, Basic data-gatﬁering survey
forms3 used in that study were modified and continued in use for the
1968-69 investigation.

Dat. were secured from thu.folloﬁiné technical institutes and
technical programss Clark Couotf Tecﬂﬁical Ioétitute, Springfield,
(Agri-Business and.Agri-Equioment); c1ede1and Teohnical‘lnstitute,
Cleveland, (Horticulture), Columbus Teﬁhnical Institute, Columbus,

(Food Proce551ng); Penta Technical College, Perrysberg, (Agri-Bu51ness);'
and Tri-County Technical Institute, Nelsonv111e, (Recreation and U\ldlife,
'

and Foreotry). Penta and Trl-County Institutes offered agriculture for

the first time in 1968, and thus provided only limited data.

3
- See Appendix A,
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Surveys condu~ted

inrollee questionnaire

A questionnaire was administered to 130 1968-69 first-year studeats
in all programs. This instrument was designed to secure personal and sit-
uational characteristics of the enrollees such ‘as father's occupation,
number of brothers and sisters, distance to school, jobs during high
school, and influences to continue one's education and enroll in the
particular technology. Seventy-one per cent of the 183 initial enrollees
completed tre survey, Dropouts, transfers and absenteeism accounted for

the veduced number.

Student Survey

A revised questionnaire was administered to 54 second-year 1968-69
students during their lest quarter prior to graduation.l The first part
of the survey sought to determine employment unile attending technical
school, influences whlch caused the student to complete the course, jobs
selected, value of hxgh school and technlcal courses, and wherher the
student recommended the proeram to others. The secon' part of the survey
was used to secure the student's rating of his own general and SPElelc

technologlieal abilities and understandlngs.

Graduate survey
A questionnaire was sent to the 55 graduates in 1968 of the Agri-

Business, Agri-Equipment, Ilorticulture, and Food Processing technology
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programs, TLis instrument was designed to determine their current
employment status, their job and salary expectations, the value of their
techniééi school training in theéir éurrent employment and the rating

of their technical understandings and abilities. Nearly halt replied

of which 24 or about 44 per cent were dseable, as indicated in Table 1,

Employer survey

A questionqairé was sent tu the 30 gﬁployers of'ﬁﬁe 1968 graduatzs
of Agri-Business; Agri~Equipment, Horticultdre, aﬁd Food Processing |
technology programs, This instrumentlwas designed Eo find out Ehé job
status of the technician employed, and a rating of their general ag;if
cultural understandings and abilities, personality traits, and technical
understandings- and abilities, Three-fourths of the employers responded
of which 19 or 63 per cent were fully useable, Employer responses are

listed in Table 24 : o

Survey of dropouts

Out of the 58 total dropouts, a questionnaire was sant to the 20
dropouts tor whom addresses were available to determine thelr current .. .
job status and salary, value of technical school courses completed, and
reason for not completing the technical 5chool pfSE;QJQ*:ﬁn;y oﬁé}iééém;:-
plete response was received, which resulted in no data for this segment

of the study,

4 S : L
Tables appear in numerical order in Appendix D,

O
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Use of school records

Data were collected from the cumulative records of those students
who enrolled in agricultural techaician training programs in Ohio during
1968-69. The high school transcripts provided information on grade
point average, and credits for Science, Math, EZnglish, Vo-Ag and all
courses, class rank and intelligence quotient. From the technical
institution transcript, information on grades and grade point averagé
was ébtaiugd for 1968 gfaduates. High schobl transcripts were not avail-

able for eight Horticulture enrollees{

Processing

-Data collected were programmed by the investigator for electronic .
tabulation and pxocessing at the Computer Center, Ohio Agricultural:
Research and Development Center, Wooster, The collated data were then put

in table form and summarized.

lajor Findings of the Study
The major findings derived from analysis.of the data collected -

through this study are listcd below,.
hio technical agticulturg
program$ and participants
Initial enroilment

In 1968, seven programs admitted 183 new enrollees bringing Ohio}s

total initial enrollment since 1963 to 470, This was aveut double the

ERIC 1
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previous year's enrollment, due largely to the addition of tiiree new
programs=--Agri-Business at Penta and Recreation and '/ildlife, and
Forestry at Tri-County. An average incredse of one new program and 33
students per year has beéen experienced, even thcugh average enrollment
per program has remained in the ~ . twenties., Q summary of enrollments

by technology and year is found in Table 3,

Graduates

. In 1968 and 1969, fifty-five and 57 students, respectively,
graduated from four.technical agriculture programs., This brought to
194 the 'total technical agriculture graduates in Ohio, an average in-
crease of eleven graduates per year, Clark County Technical Institute
leads the other institutions .in number of graduates with 94 Agri~
Business and 53 Agri-Zquipment ‘graduates, Thirty-three have graduated
from Food Processing Technology and 18 from llorticultures A projection
to 1970 based on beginning second-year énrollment indicates 140 grad-
uates, or nearly triple the number now graduating each yea®. Graduate

data are indicated in Table 4.

Program status--1968-69

In the school year 1968-69, first and second-year student enrollment
totaled 248 including 57 graduates; 135 were still enrolled by the fall
quarter of 1969 leaving 58 dropouts from the seven technical agriculture
programns. . The newest.programs--Recreation and Wildlife, aad Forestry--

had the highest dropout rate--28 and 38 per ~ent, respectively--
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while Agri-Business at Clark County, Focd Processing and-llorticulture pro=
grams substantially reduced thewir dropout rates to well below 20 per cent,
The overall dropout rate was 23,4 per cent, a reduction from the 24.7 per

cent, (five year average) reporied by Decker, Table 5 reveals this data,

Characteristics of enrollees

Age

The average age of students when they enrolled in Ohio's technical
agriculture programs in 1968 was 18.8 years with a range from 17 to 32.
Students in the Agri-Dusiness program at Clark Ccunty and the enrollees
in Recreation and Wildlife, and Forestry averaged slightly older than those
in the other programs. Howevar, it appeared that most students entered
the programt directly after gracduation from high school: The greatest
difference between these figures and Becker's study was in the Horticulture
programs In 1968 the average age wac 18.2 while Horticulture students
over the prior four.years average 30.5 Years of age, This indicated a
movement away from adulis entering technical agriculture programs., "Enroilee

age data are presented in Table 6,

Siblings

Znrollees in the seven programs -~ame  from families of somewhat
similar size with an average of 3,74 children per family, This was up
from the 3,57 reported by Becker, Larger familie® were charicteristic of
enrollees in Agri-Dusiness, Recreation and Wildlife; .and Forestry programs

as indicated in Table 7..

RIC 13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-G

Distance of enrollees residences from techaical. institute .

Like the students who pr2ceded them, more than one~half of all 1968
enrollees surveyed lived within 50 miles of ' the technical school they
attended. This was true in all programs except Agri-Equipment in which
85 per cent of the enrollees lived farther aways, Another similarity to
Becker's study group was that 20 per cent of all enrollees came from a
distance in excess of 100 miless Table B shows distances enrollees lived

from their technical programs.

Commuting .students
Fifty per cent of the enrollees in Ohio technical agriculture pro-

grams commuted daily between home and school. This coincided with the
number living within 50 miles and was only slightly over the 48 per cent
found to bte commuting in che five year study. Students in Agri-iquipment
and Horticulture reported a smaller number commuting than in the past,
while the other -programs experienced substantial increases in numbers of
commuting -Students.  Table 9 reports. the number and per cent of commuting

students it each of the technical agriculture prograns.

Residence of enrolleas

There was coneiderable variation in residences of enrollees during
their high school years, Over 85 per cent of students in the Agri~Business
and Agri-Equipment programs reported farm residences while all the enrollees
in Food Processing and 75 per cent of the enrollees in Horticulture were

from urban homes. No definite pattern was set.for enrollees in Forestry:

O
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or Recreation and ‘Jildlife, Sixty-three per cent of all new techrical
agriculture students in Ohio in 1968 were from farms, 13 per cent were
from rural non-farm homes and 24 per cent were from urban residences,
This nearly matched the five-year findings by Becker, with the ma jor
difference being an increase in 4 per cent of students from rural non-

farm residences. Residential details can be seen in Table 10,

Father's occupation

Or.2-half of the fathers of enrollees were employéd in ﬁon~agriCu1ture
occupations, 37 per cent were farmers, Seven per cent were retired and
about five per cent were jin Agri~Business occupa*tions. A high percentage
of the fathers of Agri-Busiiness and Agri-Equibment enrollees were farmers
while the opposite was true of fathers of enrollees in Food Proces:uing,
Horticulture, Recreation and Wildlife, and Forestry. This represented a
reversal of the situation found by Becker wherein 50 per cent of the
fathers were farmers-and 36 per cent were employed in non-agricultural
occupations, Table 11 records details concerning numbers of fathers em~

ployed in the various occupations.

Employment curing high school

ilost techriical agriculture enrollees in 1968 worked during their
high school vears=-only 10.7 per cent said they had-not deen employed,
Nearly 55 per .ceni worked on their homé farm, 17,7 per cent worked on a
different farm and. 23.9 per cent worked in a non-agricultural business.

The row totals in Table 12 do not equal the number reporting because several

19
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students worked in more than one occupational category. tlost Agri-
Business and Agri-Zquipment students worked on farms or in agri-business,
two out of three Food Processing students worked in a non~agricultural
busiress while students in remaining programs were split somewhat

evenly between farm or agri-business work and non-agri~business em=
ployment, These results agreed basically with Becker's findings with
only/ minor.discreoancies. Students reporting no employmenr were three
per cent fewer in the past, fewer 1968 enrollees worked on otherx farma
and sllghtly more enrollees had been employed in non-agrlbusxness in

1968,

Employment between high school and technical school .

-The 130 enrollees in the 1968-69 programs reported that 21 or 16.1
per cent had not worked from the .time they graduated from high school to
the time of their enrollment in technical school, This was an increase
from the 13,8 per cent reported by Decker. Sixty per ceat of the 1968
enrollees reported working full time. The Food Processing and the
Recreation and Hildlife programs were the only ones which had a major1ty ‘
of enrollees who reported working less than full time before enrolling
in technical school. In ormation on these indiv1duals is tabulated in
Table 15. of those working part or £u11 time, only 22 per rent worked
on a farﬁ. Sixty per cent repor*ed uorking in a non-agricultural
buoineéér Only the HortiCulture an1 Food Processing program enrolloes

worked primarily in an aaricultural business, This varied from the

16
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Decker report of more’employment in farming or in an agricultural busi-
ness during the period between high school graduation and technical
school enrollment. Zmployment in the different types of occupations is

outlined in Table 14,

Desired work conditions

Technical agriculture enrolteesbgenerally favored out-of*doors work
and management and supervisory jobs. -They did not'like'promotional, sales
ot office vork, These findings vere consistent with student reactions
in Becker's five-year study., Table 15.provides some insight into the
aspirations of enrollees in the various technical agricultural programs,
Some enrollees indicated preferences’ which were inconsistant with the type
of &6rk they would be doing upon graduation, i,e., the low rating given
sales work by the Agri-Busines's enrbllees.‘ This may indicate incoriect
knowledgerof thé job on the part of enrollees and may mean more career

counseling is needed in recruitment and during the technical program.

High school cred1ts, average, rank and I. Q.

Znrollees in techn;cal agr1cu1ture programs accumulated a 2 36
grade point average in high school, ranked at the S&th percentile in their
Classes, had a 103 intellxgence quotient, had three and one-half cred1ts
each of unglish and Vocatxonal Agriculture and two credits each in science
and mathematics and had a “p" average in Vocational Agriculture and a "C“
average in the others. Only 36 per cent of the 1968 enrollees had voca-

tional agricultuze in high school, down from the 66 per cent reported by

17
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Becker. The lowest grades were received in ZInglish by enrollee:i in all
programs'éxcept Food Processing and Forestry whose lowest grades were in
mathematics. Although largely like their predecessors, 1968 enrollees
had an average of one~half more credit in vocational agriculture plus

a higher grade point average and class rank than students in the past.
This mey be due to the exclusion of the Horticulture enrollees or because
of missing information from some transcripts in the 1968 group. Details

by program are shown in Tableés 16 and 17.

Factors influencing centinued educationc

As in the past, 1968 enrollees 1n technical agr1Cu1tura prpgrams in
Ohio put the desire for increased earning abllity at the tcp of the list
of reasons for getting more education. As seen in Table 18, all other
factors received a mean score below the midpoint on the nine-point scale,
considering enrollees of all programs combined, Food Processing
enrollees also listed social prestige, desire of parents and other rel-~ .
atives a5 important. ' ifilitary deferment. and desire of an employer had

little influence on the individual continuing his education,

Influences on students to enroll in technical programs

Parents and “others" were the persons who generally exerted the
most, albeit moderate, 1nf1uence on students to enroll in a particular
tachnical program. Vocational agriculture teachers only had influence .

on enrollees in the Agri-Business program at Penta Technical College,

EI{IIC 18
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Technical scho-: :.presentatives exerted little influence, It is evxdent
from Table 19 that no one person or group had major influence on 1968
enrollees in technical agriculture programs=~-a Tesult censistent with .
Becker's findings.

Location of the school and low school tuition_ue;e the major factors
causing enrollees in all programs to opt for techntcal agriculture. There
was little agreement between programs, however, as seen in Table'20.. |
Ability to vork while attending school was most inportant to Agri-
Businass and llorticulture enrollees, the open house at the technical scﬁool
vas consxdered a major facfor by Agrx-uquipment enrollees, and -a visit -
thh representatxves from the technxcal school ‘was 1mportant in ‘the Food

Processing program.

Recommending friends enroll

2nrollees ‘indicated support for technical agriculture programs in
theif response to the question, "would you recommend that your fr1ends
entoll ‘in this: technical program,..?" _Fifty-one per cent saxd they defin-
itely would and-44 per cent said yes, with.some reservations; onty:fiye
per cent expressed doubt or said they would not. These figures varied
by program as evidenced in Table 21 but generally are consistent with

St v 4.

the responses of students in the uecker study.

Characteristics of second-year
students

LIy,

The previous section cﬁaracterized the 1968 enrollee in techhical
agriculture programs in Ohio. This part report$ on second-~year students
as of the end of the 1968-69 school year.

Q

ERIC

P e
19



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

15

Technical program grade point average -

- Second-year students.in technical agricultyre programs completed
their programs in 1969 with a 2.63 overall average. As in the past,
Food Processing students had the highest grade point average and Agri~ .
Iquipment ‘the lovest, The Food Processing students' 3,17 average was
considerably higher than in the other programs, and was a marked im-

provement over the 1,88 reported for that program.by Jecker.

Var1ab1es affect1ng technxcal school Success

Seven factors vere correlated u1th techn1ca1 school success as

measured by grade p01nt average. Table 23 presents the degree of

assoc1at10n. u1gh :ChOOl grade pOInt average (.49), 1nte111gence
quotient (.48), c1ass rank (. &6) and English grades ( 41) had the high-
est assoc1atron w1th technrcal school grade p01nt average. This compares
favorz bly with Becker s study a1though he reported higher corre1atlons
for scrence grades. overall grade p01nt average, I. Q. and Znglish but
a conS1derab1y lower re1atlorsh1p ( 37) for h1gh school rank. 31m11ar1y,
grades 1n math and vocational agriculture had a lou corre1at1on with
technical school grades in both studies. T ‘ ‘ |
Employment while attending technical school

During the first year of technical school, 16 students reported no

. Lre
[

employment, 28 vere employed part-time and 4 worked fu11 time. Those

working reported a mean of 29.6 hours per week for 28 weeks, In the

second year fewer (ten) were employed while 32 and seven worked part-time

R0
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and full-time, respectively. Second-year students worked one w2ek less
and 2.6 fewer hours per week, on the average, than first-year students.
No students reporting were unemploy:d diiring the intervening summer, and
47 worked full time. ilean hours per week rose to nearly 48 for 25,4 weeks.
Becker repotted similar findings but with a smaller percentage of unemployed
among previous students.

In their first year, more students were employed in non-agricultural
occupations than in Agri-Business, farming, or the technology in which
they were enrolled. For the ensuing summer and second year, a2 majority
of students wvere employed in theif‘training~related area or in other
agricultural business{ Student-emoloyment numbers‘and time:soent working
by specific proéram are depicted in Table 24, Table 25 glves types of
employment by students 1n the four technologxes.

In regard to the value of employment held by techn1cal students
during the summer between their flrst and Second year“in the program,
students rated work for other than their fathers in an agriculturally-re-
lated occupation as the ‘most valuable eXperience and self employment as
least valuable, Responses varied by technology on the value of other |

experiences. These data are shown in Table 26,

Factors influencing students to complete the program

The 1969 seeond—year students agfeed ulth students over the‘past
five years in the factors having the most and least influence on them to
complete the technical program, The same'threé factors--concern for de;

sirable employment; opoortunity for advancement and higher wages--recelved

ERIC
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the highest values while inability to find a job, desire to be with
friends and desire to avoid -military service were rated low as influences.

The values given each-factor are listed in Table 27,

Influences on selection of a position

Students 1nd1cated that advancement, desirable working conditions,
rate of pay and opportunities for add1t1ona1 training were major factors
in selecting the first position upon completion of the program, The
opportunity to live at home, their present employers and technical school
teachers had little influence. ilean Valueslby program are presented in

Table 28, Becker found similar relative values.

Value of high school courses and activities
Students 1dent1fied the high school courses they completed and in-

dicated Lhe value of these courses in their technical agriculture pro-

gram and the estimated value toward their future employmext. Table 29

showWs that students considered high school course Work slightly higher

A

in value on the job than in the technical school program. Vocational

A°r1culture received tﬁe highest mean rating by students in all programs
followed in order by mathematics, science and unglish. English was

. -
valued over science by Agri Business students, math and science were of

most value to Food Processing students, and science and nglish were most

vital to Horticnlture students. Foreign language and soLial studies

.- ~
2

were consistently rated of little value by students in a11 four programs,

O
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Students generally felt high school activities were of somewhat more
value in technical school than to their future employment, Deing an
officer or member of the Future Farmers of America, a class officer and
member of other activities were rated above averaze in value in both
categories, Fine arts activities sucﬁ as-music and debate were considered
to be low in value botﬁ on the joB or in technical school, as indicated
in Table 30, | | | '

These findings on the value of high school courses and activities
on the job and in technical school as perceiued by 1§69 second~year
students just prior to Braduation are generally consistent with Becker's

resulcse

Value of phases of the technibal program

Students rated eix aspects of technical prograﬁs for value to their
future employment. Qn-the-job training, claeswork in-agriculture and
contact with other students uere rated as ucst valuable uhile classvork
other than agriculture wae onlylgiven medium value and-couueeling by
faculty and school act!vxtles vere considered of lowest value, The into-
duction in 1968 of on-the job training as a feature of technical curricula
reordcred student rcsponfes but generally the findings 1n 1969 agreed with
the previous etudy. Specific ratings by program are listed on Table 31,

Tables 32, 33.'39 and 35 summarize how the students rated each of the
courses in.their particular techuical agriculture program.. Although some

variations from the expressed values of the past were seen, Students

generally thought technical agricultural subjects would be of most value

O

RIC

s :zi!



-]19-

and related courses in commurications, human relations, accounting and
economics of "average" or 1lower value in future employment. These
differences may have been due to the smaller size of the 1969 student

groups.

Student organizations

Only tuo students were not in favor of having a student organization--
96 per cent replied in the affirmative, This waslan increase from tne
é7'per cent reportedlby Becker.l Proposed purposes for technicalistddent
organizations were generallv rated apout equal in importance as seen in
Table 36, Horticulture students rated all purposes below ‘. rerage'"
except "social and recreation'. | A major difference from Decker's findings
was that social and recreation was rated highest. by 1969 second-year

students. Previous students had rated this purpose in last place and

of 1little importance. .

Dasis for selecting students

Asked what factors should be conSidered when selecting enrollees
for technical agriculture programs, students in 411 programs responded
to the effect that prospective students' rea sons and desires for attend-
ing technicalﬂschool should be the major factors.' LiREHlSe, a personal
interview by technical school representatives uas considered an im-
portant'procedure; ﬁecommendations of high school personnel, high'“

school grades, rank and test scores were vicwed as poor'selection

criteria by second-year students in one or more technical programs

ERIC
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These results agreed with Becker's findings in major factors but differed
in the order of the criteria judged to he poorer. : Table 37 gives a list-

ing of the 1969 second-year student responses.

Characteristics of graduates

In the spring of 1968, 55 individuals graduated from the Agri-
Business (Clark County), Agrl-”Qulpment, Food Processing and Horticulture
prograns, One year later they were surveyed to determine present status.

The 24 useable responses are summarized in this section.

Experiences since graduation

Since completion of the technical agriculture program.15 of the 24.
graduates reported employment as an agricultural technician for an average
period of 11 months. S$ix of the graduates reported work in other. jobs;
one was unemployed for a monthj two seived short terms in the military and
two had some further educations Tabie 38 shows positions and average
time they were held by 1968 graduates. Lompared to graduates in Becker s
study, 13 per cent fewer 1968 graduates were employed as agrieultural
technicians, somewhat fewer were engaged in other jobs orlfurtnet educa~
tion, and a larger proportion of graduates had been in the military or
unenployed for short periods. These diacrepencies may have been due to
the shorter period assessed andlor the sma11er percentage of responses
in this study, As was indicated earlier, 21'of the 55 graduates were in
the military or other overseas service and so were not auailable for in-

clusion in the study,

O
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Present-status
-~ 1f the 21 non-respondeat graduates Known to have been in the

milftary were consideréd along with the one respondeat indicating
militéry service oné year after completing the technical program, it can
be seen that 40 per-cent of the 1968 spring graduates were in the military.
Of the remaining respondents; 63 per cent were =mployed as agricultural
technicians, 21 per cent were farming, and three graduates or 16 per,
cent uere engaged in a non=-agricultural job. This differed from the 88
per cent of the non-milicary respondents engaged in work as agricultural
technicians as reported in the Secker study. Status of responding »
graduates by program is listed in lable 39. Table 40 shows that 50 per
cent of the 1968 graduates had warced for their present employer prior
to graduation. Table 41 points out the fact that 19 out of 24 or 79 per
cent of the graduates had held oinly one joh since graduation, Whlle
five graduates 1ndicated holding twa Jobs. ‘No respondent had-held more
than t"o Jobs. daJor reasons given for leaving the first job were to
seek nore pay or opportunity for advancement, to JOin the nilitary, and
because of being "laid off" o o -

Table 42 indicites that three=- fourths of the 17 respondents 1ndicated
they were satisfied or very sarisfied vith their—present Job; only four
graduates indicated they were not satisfied. These statistics 1np1y

that there was job stability anong technical agriculture gcaduates, a

finding sinilar to that in Becler s study.

26



Q2=

Another measure of program satisfaction is the willingness of grad-
uates to re-enroll if they could go back to the year before they entered.
Twenty 1968 graduates, or 83 per cent, would re-enroll aguin as evidenced
in Table 43; Becker fourd:78 per cent who would re-enroll., All programs
‘had an 80 per cent or greater '"yes' responses except Agri-Equiprent in
which two out of the five responding graduates indicated they would re~

enroll,

Salaries of graduates_

The starting salaries‘ofugraduates in their first position upon
completion of_their agricultural technician training program was just
over $460.,00 per month as reported by 11 graduates and‘ﬁo employers.
Graduates in Food Processing received the highest starting salaries while
the other graduates received fairly equal starting pay; Incomplete data
and a small response for Horticulture and Agri-Equipment graduates make
definite conclusions difficult. 'resent salarles, as reported by 17 em~
ployers averaged $586 00 with Horticulture graduates leading the other -
programs. Salary progressions average $5.52 per month. All figures are
up substantially from the findings by Becker and represent a substantial
increase over the cost-of-living "boost“ Some discrepancies between
emplo)ers and graduates responses on Table 44 can be attributed to vary-
ing numbers of responses from the two groups, inclusion of net income on
the part of the graduates and some fringe benefit inclusion on the part.

of the employers.
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Value of phases of technical school

Graduates generally rated classwork in agriculture as the most
valuable and school clubs and social activities as least valuable,
Most other phases were of “average'' value., They were thus in agreement
with sccond-year students and previous graduates. Ilowever, the 1968
graduates differed in value placed: on on-the-job training and classwork
other than agriculture as indic¢ated in-Table 45. The low rating of
social activities and oi~ihe=-job’ training may have been due to the lack

of provision for these phases in some of the-partidular programs assessed.

Value of previous experience

‘Graduates rated, 1-2-3, the value of their prévious experiehces to
their present position, The experi:nceé, number of times each was
rated-and the mean value-are given in Table 46, Technical school edu-
cation wds-rated by 20 graduates and received 1.70, the highest mean
rank by vittue of the latge percentage of first place rankKings: High
school education followed closely with'a 1,79 mean rank. Other agri-
cultural <fmployment; farm experiénce, company educational progfamé;'énd '

youth leadership activities were of somewhat less importance, Other

employment was ranked lowest of all experiences, In Decker's study <
the grgdpates' employers reacted in like manner, however, they. ranked

farm experience and other experfence higher than diJ the 1968 graduates.
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Need‘for éupervised occupational experisnce

Zighty-seven per cent of .the 1968 graduates responding to the question-
naire thought supervised occupational experience should be included in the
technical agriculture program. All the Horticulture and Agri-Eguipment
graduates indicated a positive response; one Agri-Business graduate and
two Food Processing graduates were undecided, as portrayed in Table 47,
This corresponds with the findings by Becker except that he found several
Food Frocessing graduates who were opposed to supervised occupational

experience during 'the programe

Influences on selection of a position

‘Students“within the prcgrams indicated that advancement, desirable
workinyg conditions, rate of pay and opportunity for gddition;l‘training
were major factors in selecting the first position upon completion of
the program. Graduates agreed, but added that the personality and at-
titude of the person doing the hiring was important. Table 48,prcsent§
the factors and persons which influenced graduates in selection of a
position. These findings are similar to those reported by‘neckerf‘
§mploxcr Eggigg
of graduates

Iﬁ ;he crcce&ing section characteristics of graduaées were deter-
minec by surveys of the‘1968‘graduates one year aftér ccmpletion of their
courses, For this portion of the study, additional data on 1968 graduates
were secured directly from their employers. The following represents the

views of the respondents from among the . ) employers sent questionnaires.
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Job titles of graduates

Employers of graduates in the various technologies wcre asked to
list thejob titles,  As“seen in Table 49;a variety of job titles were
revealed. Agri-Dusinéss graduates had management, sales, and laborer
titles plus the one graduate who was hired as a grain buyer. Limited
response by Agri-Zquipment employers showed two graduates that were
titled laborer and serviceman. Food Processing graduates were listed
a2s food technologists or inspectors. Ilorticulture graduates wete fore-

men or gardeners,

Anticipated income after five years

‘Zmployers ‘expected -graduates to earn from $6,000 to $12,000 per
year after being on ‘the job five years. They further anticipated that
72 per cent of the graduates would be in the $8,000 to $11,000 category.
This is compared to the 71 per cent estxmated by emp‘f 2T in Becke1 s
study to be in the $7 000 to 910 000 bracket after five years on the job.
This tends to 1ndicate a higher salary potential for new graduates in

in agricultural technologles. .

Rating of graduate job 'skills ' .-

Zmployers of graduates from three technical,programs'rateditheir
employees on eight job skill criterla as summarized in Table 51, All’
graduates were rated above average:in' lob.skills appropriate to their
technology. Orderliness was rated the highest and salesmanship was

generally ranked lowest of job skills.
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Training provided by employers

Employers irdicated they provided limited training to graduates.
Three Agri-Business graduates were provided an average of .55 hours of on-
the-job instruction while one’ graduate received 24 hours of formal in-
struction, Decker found that some graduates in each program veceived

varying amounts of fordal or informal instruction.

General rating of gieduates

Zmployers in thiee technical prograhs rated their ehployees-com-
pared to other new employess on the basis of 1=Very Poor,‘...and 5=
Superior, Agri-Business graduates received a 4.4 mean rating and Food
Processing and llorticulture graduates a mean of 346+ Overall graduate
rating was 3,8, which is just above “average"; Decker’s overall mean

rating was 3,7. Specific ratings can be seen in Table 52. -

U1111ngness to hire other gtaduates

Table 53 shows that two-thirds of the employers responding indicated
they would defin1te1y hire other graduates from the respectiv= techn1cal
agriculture programs. The other one-third said they would hire others, '
but with reservations, Food Processing employers expressed no reservations,
the two Agri-Equipment employers both said they had reservations and the
Agri-Business employers had a higher proportion of reservations than did
the llorticulture employers., Becker reported that 76 pér cent of employers
would hire without reservations, 22 per cent had reservations and only

tWo per cent would not hire other graduates.,

O
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General traits

abilities and understandings

This section reviews the general traits, abilities and understand-

ings of students and graduates as rated by themselves and their employers.

General traits .

SeCond-year students and 1968 graduates rated themselves on the’
basis of 12 general traits shown in Taole S4, In addltion, employers
rated the 1968 graduates on the same traits, utudents and graduates
generally rated above average in all tuelve attrlbutes w1th on1y mod=
erate differences notxceable betueen ratlngs given by the three rat1ng
groups. The 54 students rated themselves‘highest in responsibxlity. co-
operation and integrity; they rated themselves lowest in judgement,
emotlonal stability and persona1 appearance. Decker s study turned up
a s1milar pattern. Graduates rated themselves hlghest in respons1b111ty,
dependability, initiat1ve and personal appearance and thought the1r
lowest qua11t1es were emotional stabillty, judgment and leadership.
Zmployers gave graduates h1gher ratings for integrity, courtesy and
personal appearance vhile rating them lowest in leadership, 1n1tiative
and judgment. .unp;oyers and coordinators in Becker's study made a
similar rating of graduates. All three groups rated students and

12

graduates high in responsibility and integrity and louest in judgment

and emotional stability.
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General abilities

A 1list of 15 general abilities common to all four technical agri-
culture prugrams was submitted to second-year students and 1968 graduates
for their rating and to employzrs for their opinion of importance of the
abilities and proportion of 1968 graduates.

Table 55 includes data concerning the mean ratings for the importance
of rhese general abilities. Graduates and‘employers were basically.agreed
upon therlmportance of the listed general abilities,.but some difference
existed. mployers listed supervision of employees, telephone communica-
tion, human relations in speaking and writing, and listening and compre-
hension as the most important abilities. Accounting, credit analysis,
letter dictation and use of financial statements were least important.
Graduates thought ability to do arithmetic, read with understanding,
listen and comprehend and comnunicate over the telephone were most im-
portant and that ability to dictate letters, use parliamentary procedure
and do accounting were least important. -Becher found a «88 COrrelation
between employers and graduates in their ratings of similarly ranked
general abilities- '

Table 56 shows the preparation of students and graduates in general
abilities as self rated and as judged by employers of the 1968 graduatts.
Some disagreement existed among raters. Employers rated the l968 grad-
uates above average in listening and comprehension, telephone use, arith-
metic, grammar, reading and speaking and writing. They rated graduates

low in ability to do accounting, analyze credit to customers, dictate
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letters and prepare financial statements. According to employers,
graduates were average in training in over one-half of the important
abilities and, conversely, had low ability in those areas cited as unim-
portant, Graduate and student responses indicated a high degree of
agreement with .employers, although a higher average rating was given

by self-raters ‘than vas given by employers. Since the graduate rating
made by employers and the student and graduate self-rating results were
so similar (Jecker reported a ,83-,90 correlation, respectively, between
these three groups) it can be concluded that programs in technical
agriculture have provided adequate and consistent skill developm.a

training.

General understandings

A list of 15 general understandings were rated by employers and
graduates for importance, The 1968 graduates were rated by their enm-
ployers and the students and graduates rated themselves on preparation
in the same general understandings., There was considerable agreement
betuween rating groups as to both importance of and preparation in
general understandings- As revealed in Table 57, employers and graduates
felt that understanding problems of agricultural business, consumer de-
mands. princxples of merchandising and the government s role in agri-
culture were important. Graduates differed by having principles of
credit and advertising in first and second place, respectively, These
were cont* dered of lesser importance by employers. Graduates and .a-

ployers als: disagreed on the least important understandings.
\

.
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As reported in Tablé 58, graduates and students felt themselves to
be above the midpoint of five in nearly all 15-understandings and rated
themselves generally highest in the important understandings, The mean
value employers of 1968 graduates placed on their employee's understand-
ings was below the.midpoint of five. Students felt least prepared in
understanding types of economioc systems, principles of merchandising and
general accounting, Graduates rated themselves lowest in knowledge of
types of economic systens and price cycles. Decker found little Correlation

in responses from the three groups in his studye.

Technical abilities an
understandings

This section reports on the technical abilities and understandings
specific to each technical agriculture -program. Since each program
differed, technical abilities and understandings could not be combined
nor could comparisons be made between programs, Levels of preparation -
and comparisons between ratings by students, graduates and employers were

assessed, howcver,:

Preparation in technical ab111cies"Agr1-Business program

atudents and graduates of the Agri-Business program self-evaldated
their preparation in the 20 technical abllitxes listed in Table 59, Em-
ployers also were asked to rate graduates on the sane list. All three
groups agreed tnat students and graduates vere riost prepared to orade

grain} they also basically agreed in the high preparedness for operation
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of office machines and calculation of feed and fertilizer proportions
in-mixihg“%perations. Graduates rated themselves lowest, and were
concurred with in this by their employers, in the ability to secure new
employees and to train, motivate and evaluate employees. Students and
graduates rated thensélves higher in most abilities than did employers;
however, there was a greater agreement on relative ranking of items be-
tween eﬁployers and graduates than there was between employers and - .
students or graduates and students. These firdings are reflected:by.
similar results reported by Becker, who found a correlation of .79 be-

tween employers and graduates,

Preparation in technical understandings;-Agri-Busiﬁess program

Table 60 reports on the preparation of students and gfaduates in
selected technical understandings taught in technical agriculture pro-
grams., A pattern developed in .the technicel understandings similar to
the orie Which appeared in technical .abilities--graduates and students
generally rated themselves higher in technical understandings than did

employers. ' Graduates and employers were more in agreement WHith each

other on the relative rank-of preparedness in the various understandings

than they-were with students. . Itandling grain, livestock feeding, fer-
‘tilizer uses and livestock diseases were understandings in which
graduates were rated high'by themselves and their employers. Similar
results weré recorded by Becker, All three groups rated preparztion in

understanding feed and labor laws the lowest,’
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Preparation in technical abilities--Agri-Equipment program

Incomplete Agri-Zquipment employer responses left only graduates and
students rating themselves in technical abilities as shown in Table 61.
Though ratings by students and graduates were at similar levels on the
rating scale, they varied in relative rating of several abilities. Both
groups Were in basic agreement a& to their ability to recognize safe use
of electricity, properly adjust farm machinery and recommend field machin=
ery to farmers, They were not in agreement as to which abilities were
lovest in rating. Decker found.a .70 correlation between graduates and
students and moderate agreement as to their ability to "trouble shoot
a tractor engine, recognize safe use of electricity, recommend electric

motors, and to read blue prints.,

Preparation in technical understandings--Agri-iquipment program .
Student and graduate self=ratings in Agri-iquipment technical ynder-
standings are listed in Table 62. Some agreement in level of vating is
apparent but the groups differ in relative rating of preparation in the .
understangings. Graduates rated highest the understanding of types of
farm machinery and nomenclature of a tractor power trainy students put
prineiples of engines and types of farm machinery. first, -‘Low under-
standing for graduates was in ¥nowledge of job opportunities in the equip-
ment industry; for students, low rating went to understanding principles
of insecticide application. The lower the rating, the lower the preparation
was cons-.dered to be, thus understandings at the lower rating levels were

probably not adequately learned at technical school,
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Freparation in technical abilities=~Food Processing program

Graduates, students and employers of graduates from the Food Pro-
cessing program rated the preparation of students and graduates in 51
technical abilities indicated in Table 63. - Because of the large num-
ber of technical abilities and the small number of respondents it .was
difficult to match high values, ilowever, all respondent groups:appqrently
agreed that preparation was highest in the abilities tos recoghize_and
correct unsanitary plant conditions, determine adulteration of:foed.
products, record quality control data and inspect filled containers for
proper:weights Becker found all three groups in,agreement that. the best
preparation was in the abilities to recognize and correct unsanitary:
plant conditions and inspect filled containers for -proper weight. No

apparent agreement on low abilities was reached.

Preparation in.technical-understandings=-Food Processing program

. Graduates and students -rated themselves, and graduates were rated
by their employers on.their preparation.in .52 technical understandings.
shown in Table 64, All three groups concurred ia:the high rating given -
understanding of- importance of plant inspectors, principles of canning -

foods and sanitation methods. Becker's study groups-agree only with the

. high rating of importance of plant inspectors. No pattern of agreement

can be discerned on understandings rated lowWest, o . ,

onsd
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Preparation in technical abilities=~-Horticulture program

Graduates and students rated themselves and employers rated graduates
in preparation for 37 abilities in Table 65, Students generally felt
best prepared in landscaping activities and least capable in certain
plant-growing abilities, These findings concur with those of Becker's
study. Graduates rated themselves highest in abilities to operate and
maintain horticultural equipment and lowest in analysis of plant processes
and correction of soil deficiencies with lime and fertilizers. Employer
response Showed graduates rated highest in ability to safely use pesticides,
identify common plant materials and use fertilizers; they rated graduate
ability lowest in planning for soil management in greenhouses and planning
irrigation systems. ‘There appeared to be little common agreement among

the three rating groups.

Preparationin technical understandings--l{orticulture program

Students and graduates rated themselves on 25 technical understandings.
Graduates were also rated by their.employers, The results are found in
Table 66, There was little agreement between the three groups as to the
ratings given. Students rated- their understandings of landscape design
principles and landscape architecture highest and knowledge of chemistry
lowest. Graduates considered themselves most knowledgeable in. fertilizers,
plant growth, and soil relationships. They felt least prepared in under-
standing atomic structure in chemistry and job opportunities as a horti-
cultural technician. The common employer of horticulture graduates in-

dicated the greatest undetstanding of graduates was in the atomic
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structure in chemistry, fertilizer, soil improvement mateiials and
methods of job and employee evaluation; employees uere rated least
knowledgeable in landscape architecture, soil microorganisms, plant
propagation and forms of plant life. Decker found students felt least
adequately prepared in knowledge of landscaping, the horticulture
industry, engines and equipment, and insect and disease problems and

control.

Géneral Findings and Conclusions

The a2z jor findings and conclusions from the study are as follows!

1, 1In Ohio, technical education in agriculture has grown at a rate
of one new program, 33 additional students, and eleven more graduates per
year, on the averages A trend for higher enrollment and more program:
and graduates has developed, Dropout rates have been, on the average,
fairly stable -(in the low 20 per cent category) but appear to be sub-=
stantially lower as the  programs mature,

: .21 Age of enrollees averaged 18.8 years in 1968--down from 20,1
over the past five years. - This indicates that more students entexed
technical agriculture programs immediately after completion of high
school while fewer adults entered the programs. Enrollees in 1968
came from somewhat larger families than in the past.

3. Technical agriculture programs drew more than one-half of their
enrollment from a radius of 50 miles or less from the technical institute.

The Agri~Equipment and the Recreation and Wildlife programs were more

40
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successful in attracting distant students than were the cther programs.
Programs with most students living within 50 miles of the school had a
nearly proportional number commute daily between their homes and the
technical institute. TPrograms Which attracted students from the greatest
distances had fewer cormuting students.

4, 1ore than one-half the enrollees were- from farm homes. .ost.
Agri-Business and Agri-iquipment students were from farms while nearly
all Food Processing and UO;;iculture students were f;om urban residences.,
The closer the technology was fied to f;rming, the'h{gher the proportion
of students with a farm background,

5. ilost 1968-69 enrollees in' technical agriculture programs wprked
during high school and during the period between high school graduation
and their starting technical school. Duting high school nearly three-
fourths worked in agriculture but after high school graduation 60 per cent
vorked in non-agricultural jobs. Short term job availability and the
desire to do other types of work probably affected this situation. .

6., ilany studénts enrolled in technical agriculture programs hecause
they desired contact with the out-of~doors, : Some enrollee's desires were
not consistent with the agricultural program they were.in and therefore
they probably needed career—couhseling assistance.

7. DBetter quality, above=average high school students enrolled in

technical agric¢ulture programs than in previous years, Over one-half had

‘taken vocational agriculture in high school, ‘although this number. had

dinminished from past enrollees, Students probably needed the most help

in Znglish in their technical programs.
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8, Students continued their educacion beyond higt school in tech-
nical agriculture programs primarily because they believed it would in-
crease their earning power, but parental influence and social prestige
were more prevalent as reasons -than Becker's study showed., ililitary
deferment had little influence. ' Students generally made up their own
mind with little influence from others who eirolled in a technical
agriculture program. A number of factors including location, open
house, low tuition, work while in school, contacts with representatives
were important to potential enrollees.

9, ' Enrollees were generally pleased with technical school as
indicated by their willingness to recommend that friends enroll.

10, Technical school grades; for students finishing in 1969 were
somewhat ¢ “nressed from the.previous years, wirh the exception of
those. in Food Processing: This may be .attribuced to the advanced
development of the prograas...

11, High school grade point average, 1. Q., class rank and English
grades were the best indicators of technical school success as measured .
"y gradess Mathematics and vocatjonal agriculture -grades were weak in-
dicators. . . v g

12, A majority of students worked nearly 30 hours per week for
about 28 weeks during technical school. lost worked full time ih the
intervening summer. Summer and second year work was primarily in train~ -
ing-reiated jobs, indicating the emphasis placed on gaining experience

in the technology.
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13. Concérn for desirable employment, opportinity for training and
advancement, and highet pay influenced students both in completion of the
technical program and iy selection of the first positions

14, Vocational agriculture, mathematics, science and English were
rated highest of all high school courses and of slightly more value to the
job than to technical school classwork. Foreign language and social studies
were of little value in both areas but was less important to future em- -
ployment as judged by students. Fine arts activities were rated of little
value, FFA activity was rated highest in both areas.,

15, On-the-job training and classwork in agriculture were prized
most by students in respect to-their future employment. Counseling and
school activities were of least value--due, perhaps, to the lack of
development of thece phases of- the technical.program., Students generally
saw more transfer value to the future job in techniczi courses than in
the more general classes. Nearly all students desired some type of
student organization for social-and school adjustment and leadership
develdpment, According téstudénts, an individual's desire to attend,
coupled with interviews with technical schcol staff, should carry more
weight in student selection than records or recommendations from' the paét.

16, “Upon'graduation most students took training-related jobs'énd
stuck to them. One year after graduation neirly two out of three graduates
had been employed ds an agricultifaltechnician, one out of four had taken
other jobs and one out of five had experienced militarf service, unemploy-

ment or further education, After oite year about half of the graduates
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were in the military., Nearly two-thirds of the remaining respindents
were employed as agricultural technicians, 1ilost working gtaduates held

only one job since graduation; one half had worked for the same boss

‘prior to completing technical school. Three-fourths of all graduates

were happy with their present jobs, Those who changed jobs did so for
more pay or advancement, to enter the military or due to lay-offs.
tlost graduates said they would re-enroll, if they had it to do over
again.

17. Salaries of graduates rose substantially from previous years.
Food Processing graduates demanded the highest starting salaries while
Agri-Business graduates progressed at a more-rapit ‘ate.

18, Graduates valued technical school education over other selected
experiences; within the technical program, they prized classwork in agri-
culture the most and social club activities and on-the~job training the
least, although this varied by progran,

19, Advancement, employer's personality, training opportunities,
working conditions and rate of.pay were considered important factors by
graduates in selection of a position.

20, Salary expectations after five years on -the job were higher
for participants in this study than were expressed by previous respondents,

21, (:mployers reporting on job skills indicated that graduates’ were
adequately prepared for the duties they needed to perform on the job.
Gracduates of three out of four programs were rated-above average com-

pared to other new employees, No 1968 graduates were rated 'very poor™.
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All employers would hire other graduates but-one~third said they would
have some reservations. o o T

22, Students and graduates considered themselves above average gn
12 general traits helpful to techaician work. Employers concurred, espgcial-
ly in the high areas of responsibility and integrity.ﬁnd!thg lower rated
areas of judgment and emotional.stability.

23, Technical agriculture programs were consistent in providing
adequate development of important general abilities. Employers, graduates
and students were in basic agreement as to which general skills were im-
portant and the level of general abilities possessed by students and
graduates of technical programs. Commuhication skills were listed as
most important and the area of greatest preparation by all groups.

- 24."Gthduates, students and -employers generally.concurred in the
importance of and high levels of preparation in the following general
understandings: problems of agricultural business, consumer demands and
principlés:of merchandising and the role of government in agriculture.
Graduates and students tended: o rate themselves- higher than ermployers’
rated graduates in general understandings; thus there.was an appdrent .:
need for more adequate informition on:the levels of-understandings re=
quired of technicians, This néed existed both in te¢hnical school.and
on the foby, ' - - - T il

25, ~There was limited agreement among Students, graduates-and em~
ployers in all four technologies as to preparation in technical abilities--

and understandings. -Students and graduates generally rated themselver
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with higher values than employers rated their graduate employees. This
appears to indicate a disparity between students and employers as to

what levels of ability and understanding are expected of the agricultural

technician,
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Appendix A.~- DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS
ON FILE IN THE AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT, THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY.
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Table 1

RESPONSE BY 1967-68 GRADUATES TO THZ MAILED
SURVEY US:D IN THE STUDY

N Per cent of all

Graduates

Total Graduates 55 100.0
Total Responses 27 49,1
Useable Responses 24 43.6
Unuseable Responses 3 5.5
Nonrespondents

ililitary or Overseas Service 21 ' 38.2

Other o 7 12.7

50




- Table 2

RISPONSZ BY EMPLOYZIRS TO TilZ IIAILED
-SURVEY USED IN THE STUDY

Per cent of all

ol o K| smployers

‘ ‘ ) ) in Study
Total Employers ' 30 100.0
Total ﬁesponses 23 76.7
Useable Responses 19 : 63,3
Partially Useable Responses 2 6.7
Unuseable Responses 2 6.7
Non~respondents 7 — 23,3

ol



Table 3

INITIAL ZNROLLIZHT IN TECINICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRALIS

N

-
¢

DY YZAR -
. Progran sz = 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968
Agri-Business - -i-e-- . oo o T
Clark County 17 28 25 24 31.. 36
Penta . - - - ~-. -- 39
Agri-3quipnent -- 13 13 27 28 18
Tood Processing -- - 13 17 18 8
Forestry ' - -- - - - 34
lorticulture - - -- 22 11 9
Recreation and Wildlife -- -~ -- - -- 39
All Programs ' 17 41 51 90 88 183
Average per progran : i7 20.5 17 22,5 22 "26.2
i
¢



Table 4

GRADUATZS AND POTENTIAL GRADUATES
RO TECHUICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRALS BY YEAR

Graduates - o Potential

Graduates
Program 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

Agri-Dusiness

Clark County 12 18 25 16 23 28
Penta ) - -- -- -- - 29
Agri-Zquipment ) - 9 11 15 18 14
Food Prqpessing - - 11 12 10 6
Forestry - - - - -- 23
{lorticulture - - -- 12 6 8
Recreation and ‘lildlife - -- - - - 32
All Programs ‘ 12 27 47 55 57 140




Table 5

TOTAL ZNROLLLUZENTS, GRADUATIS, PRISENT
SNROLLEZS AlD DROPOUTS DY TECHNICAL
AGRICULTURE PROGRAIi~~1968-69

: 1 Total . "t Per cent
Total Total * Number Total Dropéuts
Number Number still Number Total
Program <nrolled Graduated Enrolled Dropouts ~ 2nrolled
Agri-Business
Clark County 61 23 28 10 1644
Penta 39 - 3 8 20,5
Agri-iquipment 39 18 12 9 23,1
Food Processing 21 10 8 3 14,3
Forestry 34 -- 21 13 38.2
florticulture 15 6 7 2 13,3
Recreation and . o . . . .
Jildlife 39 - 28 11 28,2
TOTAL 248 57 135 58 23.4




Table 6
AGE OF ENRCLLES IN TECHNICAL

AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS

- -— e ..

Program - N Mean Range
~Agri~Business T o 28 T 191 17-32
{¢1lark County) : :
Agri-Business . S 29 18.4 17-24
(Ponta) o ‘ s
Agri-Equipment 14 18.2 18-20
Food Processing 3 18.0 17-19
Forestry 20 19.2 17-23
Horticulture 8 i8 .2 17-19
Recreation & ﬁildlife 28 19.2 17-26

All Programs 130 18.8 17-32




Table 7

FAMILY SIZE OF ENROLLEES IN TECHNICAL

AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS

e st et 2y

“Progrém acd School Average Average  Number of
. Number Numbter Children
Brothers Sisters in Family
Agri-Business . 2.08 2.26 h.34
(Clark County) ‘
Agri-Business 1.79 1.60 3.39
(Penta)
Agri-Equipment 1.33 1.54 2.87
{Clark County) :
Food Processing 1.67 1.00 2.67
{Columbus Tech.)
Forestry 1.86 2.00 3.86
(Tri-County)
Horticulture 3.50 1.17 2.67
(Cleveland Tech.)
Recreation & Wildlife 2.10 2.18 4.28
(Tri-County) _
A1l Progrems _ 1.88 1.86 374
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Table 13
EMPLCYMENT EETWEEN HIGH SCEOOL AND ENIERING

TECHNICAL SCHOOL AS INDICATED BY ENROLLEES

| Progranm -~ N No Yes Yes
' ' ' Part time Full time
Agri-Business 28 4 (1k.2%) -7 (25.0%) 17 (60.7%)
(Clark County)
Agri-Business 29 s (17.2%) 2 (6.8%) 22 (75.8%)
(Penta)
Agri-Equipment 14 1 (7.1%) 3 (21.4%) 10 (71.4%)
Food Processing 3 2 (66.6%4) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0.0%)
Forestry 20 1 (5.0%) 5 (25.0%) 14 (70.0%)
Horticulture 8 2 (25.0%) 1 (12.5%) 5 (62.5%)
Recreation & Wildlife 28 6 (21.44) 12 (52.8%) 10 (35.7%)
All Programs 130 21 (16.1%) 31 {23.86%) 78 (60.0%)




Table 14

TYPZ OF EMPLOYMENT BY ENROLLEES IN TECHNICAL
AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS BiITIJEIW HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION AND
JMROLLISNT IN PROGRAM

Agri~ Non Agri-

Program N Farming Business Business
Agri-Business

Clark County 24 8 6 10
Agri-Business

Penta 24 6 3 15
Agri-Equipment 13 5 3 5
Food Processing o1 0 1 0
Forestry 19 P 0 17
llorticulture 6 0 4 2
Recreation and

litdlife 22 3 2 17
All Programs 109 24 (22%) 019 (17.4%) 66 (60,6%)
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Table 16

CREDITS COUPLETID AWD GRADE POINT AVERAGE
BY SUBJECT MATTZD AREA OF INROLLZIS IN
TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAlS

Program ilean
High School Courses Credits a
N Completed GPA
Agri=lusiness--Clark County 28 -—- 2,41
English 28 3,50 2.01
ilathematics 28 2.14 2,17
Science 28 2,57 2,23
Vocational Agriculture 22 3,82 3,10
Agri-Business~-Penta 27 ———- 2,33
cnglish 27 © 3,41 1,73
liathematics 27 1,78 1,99
Science 26 2,12 2,10
Vocational Agriculture 20 3,60 2,91
Agri-Equipment 13 ———- 2,43
Znglish 13 3,46 2,03
ilathematics 13 2,15 2.07
Science 13 2,69 2.03
Vocational Agriculture 11 3.91 3.19
Food 'Processing 6 ——- 1,81
English [ 3.50 1,78
ifathematics 6 2,83 1,68
Science 6 1,83 1,8y
Vocational Agriculture 2 4,00 2,62
Forestry 21 ———- 2,50
'EngliSh 21 30 76 2. 32
i;:athematics 19 2.47 2.09
Science 21 2,48 2,37
Vocational Agriculture 6 3,50 3,36
Recreation and .lildlife 25 ———- 2,06
nglish 25 3.76 1,84
\iathematics 25 2,00 1,94
Science 25 2,48 1,86
Vocational Agriculture 7 2.86 2,57



Table 16, Continued

Program 2 iean

Iigh School Coursdes Credits s
B Completed GPA
A.“,»hf.rf’&tamﬁ- T 30 , TN i gg

A gl‘i'sh"f. Tt e e 20 By ‘t;
:athematics 118 2,12 2,03
Science 119 2,41 z.11
it 3.65 1

Vocational Agriculture

. e ey e

a

Grade Point average calculated on the four=-point system,

€6



Table 17

" HIGH SCIIOOL GRADE POINT AVERAGZ, CLASS RANX AND
LUTSLLIGENCE QUOTIENT SCORES OF ENROLLSZS IN
_ TECHNICAL. AGRICULTUR. PROGRAMS

Class
Rank
] Per=-
Propram N cpA® o centile W 1.9,

- Agri-Business--Clark County o287 2,41 25 48,0 28 '104,1
Agri-Business--Penta - 27 2,33 22 s7.8 8  100.0
Agri-Cquipment 13 2.43 12 45,7 14 106.6
Food Processing 6 1.81 5 59,2 3 90.7
Forestry 21 2,50 17 48,2 3 100,3
Recreation and ‘fildlife 25 2,06 17 66,5 7 _101,¢6
All Programs 120 2,3t 98 54,1 63  103,0

a

Grade Point Average calculated on a four=-point scale.
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Table 22

TEC!INICAL SCHOOL GRADEZ POINT AVERAGES OF
STUDINTS IN TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRALIS

. Program . o N G?A?_
Agri-Dusiness 24 2,63
Agri~Zquipment 20 2,59
Food Processing ‘ 6 ‘ 3.17
llorticulture 4 2,82
All Programs 54 2,68
a

GPA calculated on four-point scale,

ERIC 2
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Table 23

ASSOCIATION OF SELEZCTZD VARIADLIS 'IITH SUCCISS
I TEZCIINICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRALS AS iIEASURED BY GPA

Variable N rd
iligh School GPA P ; 49 49
In Qo - 46 .48
lligh School Class Rank - 45 » 46
Iligh School inglish GPA 48 W4l
{iigh School Science GPA ° 48 Y
lligh School ilath GPA . . T A .36
High School Vo-Ag GPA . .39 ‘ » 31
a

br=Pé}son's Product iloment Correlation Co-efficient

GPA=Grade Point Average
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Table 2l
NUMEER OF STUDENTS EMPLOYED AND TIME SPENT

WORKiNG WHILE ENRCLIED IN TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAMS

P g e L L L L T T T S T L e e

Progrem  Time ' No Part-Time Full-Time Mean Mean
- Period ZFmployment Employment Employment Hrs. Per Wéeks/
. . Week = Year

Agri- lst Yr. 8 13 0 26.7. = 27.5
Busi- 2nd Yr. 5 16 0 23.0 25.8
ness Summer 0 1 22 ho.l 25.4
Clark
County
Agri- 1st Yr. 8 10 0 25.4 26.6
Equip~- 2nd Yr. 5 12 2 2k.9 22.6
rent Summer o} 1 19 45.8 25.3
Food lst Yr. 0 3 2 33.0 28.4
Proc- 2nd Yr. o} 3 3 30.0 38.6
essing  Summer 0 1 N 34.5. 25.3
Horti- 1lst Yr. 0 2 2 Ly.8 33.5
culture 2nd Yr. 0 1 2 k6.8 - 33.0
Sumxer o} 1 2 54.3 26.0
All 1lst Yr. 16 28 L 29.6' '28.
Programs 2nd Yr. 10 32 7 27.0 . 27
Swummer 0 L Nl b7.7 . 2s5.

' ror

'
1
'
]
i
'



Table 25
TYPES CF EMPLCYMENT BY STUDENTS

WHILE EMNRCLLEL IN TECENICAL AGRICULTURE FROGRAMS

Agri-Pusi-

anb-e;’émploygé “in:

Non-Agricultural

Program Time Farming Other

Period ness in Agri- Occupations

Training Business
Axres

Agri- lst Year 5 4 0 y
Business 2nd Year 4 9 0 L
Clark Sunmer 1 23 0 o
County
Agri- 1lst Year 1 4 0 L
Bquip- 2nd Year 0 5 2 6
ment Summer o] 18 1 o]
Food 1st Year 0 0 0 6
Procees~  2nd Year 0 0 0 "6
ing Summer o) 0 1 3
Horti- 18t Yesr O L 0 0
culture 2nd Yesar 0 L 0 0

Svmer 0 3 0 0
All 1st Year 6 12 0 1%
Progrems 2nd Year L 18 2 16

Summer b L 2 3
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Table 29

VALUZ OF HIG!I SCIOO0L COURSIS AS RZIPORT:D BY STUDZNTS
IN TICINICAL AGRICULTUDZ PROGRALS

Mean Value in 2

Number of Technical

students school Future
lligh School Course responding classwork emplcymant
Veecational Agriculture 42 7.4 7.4
llathematics 53 ‘ 5.9 646
Science 54 5.8 6.0
Znglish 54 5.6 6.0
Commercial courses 41 5.4 5.5
dther vocational subjects 31 ' 5.2 . 5.6
Social Studies 52 4ot N

Foreign Language 23 2,2 2.5

ERIC @




Table 30
VALUE CF HIGH SCHCOL ACTIVITIES AS REPORTED. BY STUDENTS

IN‘TECﬁNICAL AGRICULTURE PROCRALS

igan Valve & in

High Schonl llo. of Technical Future
Activity .students School Employment
' responding Classiwrork .

Officer-~FFA : 36 5.0 ' _ 5.8
lMember - -FFA V' 39 5.9 5.4
Heriber~-Other Activity 9 53 - - 5.6
High School Class Officer 21 5.1 4.8
Athletic Team | 37 h.0 - - h.8
Student Council ' 19 L.6 “.B.é
Dehute, Forensics, Dféma, ete. 27 3.5 ] . 3.7
Musie, Eand, Choir, etc. 33 ' 3.2 - 3.2
a

lean value fron a nine-ﬁoint scale, nine indicating wmajor value
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Table 32
' EXFECTED VALUE.OF COURSES II' THE AGRI-BUSIKESS CURRICULUH

IN FUTURE EMPLOYIENT AS -RATED BY 2 STUDENTS

Cowse -  lMean Valué °
Salesmanship - - o 7.2
Econonics 7.2
larketing Agricultural Products 1.2
Agri-Business ianagement 71
Agricultural Economics 7.0.
Credit and Finance 6.8
Personnel Problems G.h
lathematics - 6.3 h
Communications G2
Farm Crops 6.1v
Introduction to Agri-Business » .. 60
Livestock lanegement ' 6.0
Soil Science - 5.9
Accounting 5.8
Feede and Feeding 5.8
Business Machines Operation o B IR S
Retail l-ierchar;aiaing I 5,2 °

a
Valuves are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating major value

&2




Table 33
EXPECTED VALUE OF COURSES IN THE AGRI-EQUIFMENT CURRICULUM
IN FUTURE EMPLOYMENT AS RATED BY 19 STUDENTS

Course o _ Mef.n Velue 2

Farm Power 7.0 o
Ferm Machinery 7.0
Credit and Finance . 6.9
Merchandise and Salesmanship s 6.9
Communications . 6.6
Mathematics 6.5
Personnel Problems 6.5
Agri-Business Management 6.5
Agricultural Economics 6.1
Introduction to Agri-Business 5.8
Farmstead Power and Equipment . 5.7
Soils and Crops .- 9D
Accounting - 5.3
Farm Structures 5.2
Drawing L.

a : . e
Values sre a mean from & nine-point scale, nine indicating major value.




Table 34
EXFECTED' VALUE OF CCOURSES IN THE FOCD PROCESSING CURRICULUM
' IN FUTURE EMPLOYMENT AS RATED BY 6 STUDENTS

Course Mean Value &
Quality Control 9.0 -
Food processing équipment and plant operations _ 9.0
Food Chemistry . 8.8
Physics for food technology . 8.’(.
Food Product ev&;luation 8.7
Food Plant sanitation 8.3
Food inspection and grading 8.2
Use of IWestiﬁg instruments 7.8
Microbiology. ' 7.8
Chemistry 7.3
Comnunications 7.2
Mathematics N T.0
Agricultural— product procurement . 7.0
Introduction to food processing 65
Human Behavior R
Marketing of Processed Products — | 62
Principles of marketing S.é
Econcuics T - o o . 1;,5
Accounting o o ' 4.2

a
Values are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating major value.
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Table 35

EXFECTED VALUE OF COURSES IN THE HORTICULTURE CURRICULUM
IN FUTURE EMPLOYMENT AS RATED BY 4 STUDENTS

Course Mean Value a
Principles of lLandscepe Design - - 9.0
Plant Identification and Ecology ' _ 8.5
Equipment Teéhnolo&y 8.0
Flant Pathology and Entomology 8.0
Human Relations 7.5
Communications 7.2
Horticulture Industries . 6.5
Drainage and Irrigation . 6.5
Labor Supervision 6.5
Horticulture Science 6.2
Soil Science 6.2
Management of Horticultvral Industries 6.0
Horticulture Chemistry 5.8
Business Principles : . . _5.5
Horticulture Industries Economics 5.8
Mathematics e o 5.0
Accounting ) 3.0

a
Values are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating major value.
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Table 38

EXPERICICES OF T&éﬂIICAL,AGRICULTURE
STUDZHTS SXU'CZ GRADUATING AS TECILIICIANS AND
sz weoo-AVERAGE NUUBZR OF NONTIS IN CACH POSITION

Agri-  Apri- Food orti- ALl
eviemn. ..... Dusiness Equipment Processing.culture Programs

EZxperience _ il _ilonths N ijonths i ilonths 1 onths il ilonths

Employed as agriculturaf-

technician 6 10.8 2 .11.5 4 12 3 1.0 15 11.0
Other .mployment 3 100 2 10.0 0 0 .1 12,0 6 10,3
:}ilitary Service 1 10,0 1 6.0 0 0 0 0.0 2 8,0
Further Zducation 0 v 1 320 0 0 1 10,0 2 6.5
Ufémployment” © -~ -1 00 0.,0- O --0- 0 - 0.,0- - 1,0

&8



Table 39

QESENT STATUS OF GRADUATZS FROi
TEZCIMICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRALS

Agri-~ Agri- Food {lorti- All
-~ %70 Business ZIquipment. Processing - -culture Programs

Present Status =7 =6 =4 i1=3 =20

Agricultural . . S -

technician 4 2 4 2 12

Farming - 1 3 0 0 4
Non-égricultural

occypation 2 0 0 1 3

ifilitary Sexvice 0 1 0 0 1

&9



Table 4D

PRIOR LIPLOYIIZNT (ITIl PRISIUT ZIPLOYER
AS RIPORTZD BY TECHNICAL AGRICULTURZ GRADUAT.S

Number

LTI e g oo Withosame- - o -

- employer Per

Number prior to Cent

Program employed graduation )

Agri-Business - R R L
Agri~-Zquipment 5 2 40,0
Food Processing 4 1 25,0
Horticulture R A 7T T T 10040
All Programs 24 12 50,0

)
S




— Table 41

NUMBER OF POSITIONS, DIFFZRENT EMPLOYERS,
HELD BY GRADUATES FROM TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE

PROGRAMS
Agri- Agri~ Food Horti~ All
Number of Business - Cquipment - Processing culture Programs
Positions o . . S
{leld N=8 N=5 N=4 ~N=7 N=24::-~- 0
1 5 5 3 6 19
2 3 0 1 1 s




Table 42

TECINTICAL AGRICULTURE GIADUAT. SATISFACTIOW JITIl PRISEUT JOB

o

Agri- Agri- Food
Business Equipment [Processing All Prograns
Level of Satisfaction :
' {=8 . N=5 N=4 u=17

Very s;tisfied 4 2 2 8
Satisfied 2 2 1 5
Dissatisfied 2 0 1 3
Very‘Dissatigfiedv 0 1 0 1




Table 43

JULDZR OF GRADUAT.S .MI0 RIPOQATID TUHAT
TIZY 'IOULD AGAIN INRQLL Il THZ TZCIICAL AGRICULTURSE
PROGRAL PO IMICH THEY GRADUATED

‘Agri~ ©  Agri- Food torti- All

. Jusiness Equipment Processing culture Programs
aesponses . - e~ 18 =5 =4 N=7 N=24
Yes 7 3 4 6 20
o 1 2 -0 1 4




Table 44

STARTING AND PRZISENT SALARIZS, ZARNINGS PROGRISSION?
OF GRADUATES IOl TECIINICAL AGRICULTUR:E PROGRAIIS

Salaries Eﬁrﬁiﬁg “Agri- Agri- Food Horti~- All
Progression __Dusiness Iquipment Processing culture Prograns
Starting Salary N=6 =1 =4 N=— N=11
(Reported by . - -.$427,00  $340,00 $566,25 ——-- $469,73
Graduate)
Present Salary N=5 N=3 N=4 Uze- N=12
Neported by
Graduate) $505.60 $422,69 . $585.00 - $511.33
Starting Salary i=5 A=1 N=5 N=9 =20
(Reported by
Employecs) $423,20  $440.00 $539,40 $443,22 $462.10
Present Salary =3 =0 N=5 N=9 =17
(Reported by
Empleyers) $510,33  --=-- $575,80 $617,56 $586,35
Zarnings Progression =5 NEmew =4 Ne=-- " N=9
(based on graduate § 9,32 $---- $ 1,56 - 35452
report)
a.

Zarnings Progression equals present salary minus starting salary divided
by number of months worked,




* Table 45

VALUZ OF SCLICTZD ASPECTS OF TCCILIICAL. AG XICULTURE
: PROGIALS A3 DATZD OY- GuADUATu A

Agri= o Agrx- " Food Horti=  All

_ Pusiness CZquipment’ Procéssing’ ¢ulture  Programs
Selected Aspects =8 T =5 N=4 u=7 N=24
Classwork in agri- o

culture 5.9 6.6 5,5 4,6 5.6
Classwork other than

- agriculture 4,6 . 6,8 . 740 4,9 . 5,5
Counseling by faculty 5,3 6.4 4,5 4,6 © 5,2
Contact with students

with similar
interests 5.0 " 5.6 4,0 4.3 . 4,8
On-the-job -training - 3.5 2.8 5.8 467 - 41

School clubs and social : .o -
activities" 3.5 3,2 3.5 3.0 . 3.3

Y

a
" -Values are means from a nine-point scale, nine.indicating major'value,




Table 46

VALU.: OF PRCVIOUS ZHPERIENCES TO TICIUNICAL
AGRICULTURE PROGRALL GRADUATIS

LT 1

“"Total " Number of Times Ranked
ilumber
o of times Qank
Previous Ixperience _Ranked st 2nd 3rd llean®
Technical school education 20 11 4 5 1,70
{ligh School education 14 5 7 2 1,79
Farm experience 11 3 3 5 2.18
Other agricultural employment 4 1 2 1 2,00
Company educational programs 3 0 2 1 2,33
Youth leadership activities 7 0 3 4 2.57
Other employment 4 0 0 4 3.00

a

fank mean was calculated by multiplying first place ranks by one, second
place ranks by two, third place ranks by three, totaling and dividing

by the number of times the experience was ranked,



::Table 47

GRADUATZ REACTION TO SUP:ZQVISED OCCUPATIONAL
SZPERIZNCE AS AN ASPZCT OF TiCIINICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAIS

— A ... Agri- Apri- Food llorti- All

’ Business ‘Equipment Processing culture Prograns

- hesponses L. i1=8 . 11=5 _ Hé& i=7 . N=24
Definitely yes 6 1 -1 5 ;13
Yes 1 4 1 2 . 8
Undecided 1 0 2 0 - 3
No S0 0 0 1] .0

ay



Table 48

LIFLUZIC. O TiCIGIICAL AGRICULTURE GRADUAT.S IN
SJLZETION OF A POSITION®

Agri- Agri- Food lorti=- All
Business Zquipment Processing culture Programs
Factor or Person =8 N=5 N=4 N=7 N=24
Opportunity for
advancenment G4 6.4 8.2 5.9 6.5

Personality and attitude
of person doing the
hiting 5'9 6.6 6.8 5-6 6.0

Opportunity for additional
training with employing

company 5.4 7.0 6.2 5.9 6.0
Desirable working
conditions S.1 6.0 6.8 5.3 5.6

Rate of Pay 5.0 3.4 6.3 4,3 4,8

Technical school ’ 8
teachers 4,1 3.2 4.8 5.4 4,4

‘las employed here while
attending technical
school and 1liked it 2.8 4,8 2.8 6.3 4,2

Opportunity to live at
home or near hone 3.2 6.2 1.2 4,7 4,0

Influence of parents,
yife, relatives, or
friends 3.5 2.6 2,8 5.3 3.7

a
VYalues are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating major influence.




.Table 49

- JOB -TITLES OF GRADUATES FROi{ THE TECHNICAL
. AGRICULTURE PROGRAIIS

— g T

“Agri- -.Agri- . Food Horti- All

' J§Blfit1és?f1” - 3Biisiness ‘Zquipment Processing culture Programs
‘(kst-Position/2ndf3rd). RS . N=2 N=3 N=9 N=21
Salesman . 1 0 0 0 | . 1 )
ilanager, Assistant | |

ifanager 3/1 0 0 .0 31
Foreman : 0 .0 .. 0 6 6
Laborer 1 1' 0 0 2
Seérviceman - -0 1 0 I |
F??d Technologist 0 0 3 0 : 3

Other 1 ) 2 313/1 s/ai1




Table S0

ANTICIPATID INCOME OF GRADUATES FIV. YZARS
AFTIR COMPLETION OF THZ TICHNICAL AGRICULTURZ PROGRANS
AS REPORTZD DY ElIPLOYERS

Agri-  Agri- Food Horti- All
- Anticipated Business. Equipment Processipg culture Programs
Annuzl Income N=5 N=0 N=5 N=8 N=18
$6,000-%6,999 0. --- 0 1 1
$7,000-$7,999 0 ——- 2 0 2
$8,000-%8,999 0 --- 2 1 3
$9,000-$9,999 1 --- 0 4 5
$10,000-$10,999 3 -— 0 2 5

$11,000-511,999 1 === 1 0 2

. 100



Table 51

LEVEL OF TiCHNICAL AGRICULTURE GRADUATE JOB SKILLS
" ~"AS TATED BY: TiZIR E.IPLOYZR

- T = Food I MRS ALY -
) ) . Business Processing culture Programs
Job Skills - _ N=5 - B=5_ N=9 ANf19
Orderliness  B&T €2 e bl . 6.6
Speaking Ability 6.8 6.4 5.9 - 6.3
Use of English 6.8 6.2 5.7 7 641
lathematical Ability 6.6 5.8 5:9. - - 641
ilechanical Aptitude 6.8 5.6 5.3 7 5.8
"Iritten Communication -VS.‘O 5.8 5,2 0 . 5.3
Knowledge of Nerchandise -6;6 '4.0 5.3 - 5,3
Salesmanship - 6T T 4,0 - --. 5,2, . 5,3




Table 52

RATING OF GRADUATES FRO!l TECHNICAL
AGRICULTURE PROGTAIIS BY THEIR ZIIPLOYERS

S w4 e

' - “heri- Food  Notti- ALl
Rating . Business - Processing culture Programs
; ] N=5. N=5 =9 N=19
Superior. ..... 20 T © 0 3
Above Average .3 1 6 10
Average 0 3 2 5
Betow Average 0 0 1 1
Very Pooxr--- - ....... ... . . 0 o "hg 0 0
Mean Rating? 4.4 3.6 26 3.8

a
Based on five-point scale; S=Superior, 4=Above Average, ..., l=Very Poor.




Table 53

" JILLINGNESS OF EUPLOYERS TO HIRE
OTHZR GRADUATZS FRON- TICINICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAIIS

e e

Agri~ - Agri- ° . Food Horti- All

. . ... ... Business Equipment, Prccussing culture Programs Per
Responses _N=5 N=2 N=5 N=9 N=21 cent
Yes 3 0 5 6 14 66.7
Yes, with _

Reservations - 2 2 0 3 7 33,3
No 0 0 0 0 0 00.0




- Table 54

GINZDAL TRAITS OF STUDENTS AND GRADUATLZS
OF TJCHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRA:IS?

As Rated 3y
T o Enmployers Graduates Students
General Traits N=19 N=24 . N=54

INTEGRITYs Trustworthiness, honesty, B
loyalty 7.5 7.2 7.2

' DEPINDABILITYs Promptness,
reliability in attendance 7.0 7.4 - 7.1

RESPONSIBILITY: 'lillingness with
which work is accepted and performed 7.2 7.6 7.4

~ INITIATIVEs Ability to plan and
direct one's own work 6,2 7.3 7.1

" JUDGIZINT: Ability to make sound,
accurate decisions 6.5 6.6 646

COOPZRATION: Ability to work with
others 7.2 7.2 7.3

LIADZRS{IIPs Qualities of under-
standing people and directing
work of others 6.0 - . 6,7 6.8

ATTITUDES TO/ARD 'JORKs Degree .of
enthusiasm.jith which ¢ne performs :
his work . 6.8 6.9 6.9

| SOTIONAL STADILITYs Poise and self- . . . .
control SRR 69T 6.4 o 647
COURTESY AND FIIENDLINESS: Con- -
sideration ahd kindness toward
others N Y 7.1 . .90
PERSONAL APPEARANCE) Neatness,
cleanliness, appropriate dress .
and grooming 7.3 7.3 6,7

POTENTIALITIES: Ability to meet

and to apply one's self to new

situations 6,9 6.8 6.9
9Values are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating highest rating.
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Table 55

L{PORTANCE OF GENZHAL ABILITIZS IN
TICIANICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAIS

= N SIREK '. — e As Ranked By

: I tmployers . Graduates

General Abilities I . o N=lg T N=24
Supervise.employees . T 2,4 . 2.4
Communicate on the telephoné 2.3 ‘ 2.8
Use good human relations techniques in speaking

and wiiting - 2,3 2.6
Listen and comprehend what is heard N . ' 2,3 '2.8
D6 basic arithmetical problems : 2,2 2.8
Read with understanding | 2,2 ) 2,8
Use proper grammar ‘ 2,1 2.5
Spell : 2.0 2.6
Irite reports, news releases, sales messages, etc, 1,6 2,2
Speak at staff meetings, sales clinics, ete, 1.6 2.4
Use parliamentary procedures . 1,5 1.8
Ptepare, interpret, and analyze financial e . .

statements . g 1.8 . 2.1
Dictate letters - o L3 . 1.6
Analyze and make recomendations on supplyins | :

credit to customers 1.2 \ 2.2
Do complete accounting S ‘ .Ji.z o L éfo

Values are a mean value from a three~point scale, thtee indicating
highest rating.
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Table 56

PREPARATION OTF STUD3NTS AND GRADUATIS OF
TECHNICAL AGRICULTURE PROGRAIS IN GENZRAL ABILITISS?2

T As tated By

e - C T tmployers Graduates Students
General Abilities _ N=19 . N=24 =24
Listen and comprchend what you hear 5.8 6.2 6.2
Communicate on the telephone 5,8 6,2 )
Do basic arithmetical problems 5.6 6.6 - 6.8
Use proper grammar 5.5 - 6.0 T 6.1
Read with understanding 5,3 © 642 " 6.0
‘Use good human ‘relations techniques

in speaking and writing : 5.1 6.2 6.2
Supervise employees 4,7 5.5 605
_ Spell K S 4,6 5.2 5.2
Irite reports, news releases, sales
messages, etc.. 3.4 e 4,7 5.0
Use parliamentary procedures .32 . 5.~ 'v6.2
Speak at staff meetings, sales o
‘ clinics, etc. 3.1 5.2 5,0
' Prepare, interpret, and analyze . . o
financial statements £ S N A 4.4
Dictate letters : P 02,60 U 3,00 4.8
Analyze and make recommendation oh
supplying credit to customers 2,0 " 5.5 5.3
Do complete accounting 1.8 6,7 4.2

- 8Valyes ‘are & mean from a nihe-point scale, nine indicating highest rating,
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Table 57

IMPORTANC: OF GENIRAL UNDERSTAWDINGS
IN TECINICAL AGRICULTUR: PROGRANS3

T As RAnked By

o o B Employers Graduates
General Understandings o N=19 ° N=24
Problems common to agricultural business S 2,1 “2.4
Consumer demands : 1,9 - . 2,2
Principles of merchandising 1,8 o 2,2
Government's role in agriculture 1,8 - 2.2
Supply, demand, and pricing of agricultural : :

products 1,7 2.1
iloney and banking and their importance in our C

society 1,7 _ 2.4
Types of economic systenms, capitalism, socialism,

ete, 1.7 1.8
Zconomic trends which control the buying and Coe

selling of merchandise C 1.7 2.0
Price cycles as they apply to agriculture ) 1.6 ° 2,0
Principles of credit : . 1,6 E - 2.6
lioney managemeﬁt'in an agricultural business 1,6 ‘ 2.4
Basic accounting principles - -:'l.S S T 2.2
Principles and functions of advertising 1.5 . 2.3
Types of agricultural business, independent, S

corporation, ete. 21,5 0 - T 149
Jerchandise display 1.5 - 2400

“Values are a mean from a three-point scale, three being the highest
rating. -




Table 58

‘ P“"PARATIOJ OF
TICIINICAL AGRICULTUR. STUDENTS AHD GRADUATES IN
GIMZRAL UVD"RoTAJDI:Ga

[P

As Rated By

’ : Employers Graduates Students
General Understandings. n=19 N=24 N=24
Corisumer demands . 4,7 5.3 6,3
Problems common -to agricultural :

business . 4,6 S.7 6.6
Types of economic systems, capitalism, .

socialism, etc. 4,2 4,5 5.0
Government's role in agriculture 4.1 5.3 5.5

.loney and banking and thelir importance

in our society 4,1 5.6 . ] 5.9
Principles of merchandising 4,1 5.5 5.2
Principles and functions of advertising3.? 6.0 : 5.3
Zconomic trends which control the : :

buying and selling of merchandise 3.9 . 5.4 5.2
Supply, demand and pricing of S

agricultural products 3.7 5.5 6.2
Price cycles as they apply to o

-agriculture - 3,7 coe 46 o 64
‘ferchandise display fLe sr 3.7 - TS S 5,1
Principles of credit i 3.7 -, . 542 L 6,2
Types of agricultural business, S e, - ) .

.independent, .corporation, etc. 3.6 5.1 6.6
.Ioney management in an agricultural .

business 3.5 5.3 5.8
Basic accounting principles 3.4 5.7 5,0
2Yalues are a mean from a nine-point scale, nine indicating highest

rating
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Table 59

PRuPAﬁATIOH OF STUDZUTS AND GRADUATZS I TICINIICAL ABDILITIES
AGRI-DUSINZSS PROGRA:3

‘As Rated By

» : i ~nployers Craduates Students
" Technical Abilities ' =5 __N=8 . N=24
Grade grain - ' 7.4 6.8 . - 647
Retail animal health products © 5.0 © 540 K 5.6
Caleculate proportions necessary for feed )
and fertilizer mixing operations 5.0 6.5 - 6.0
‘Operate comméﬂ office machines 5.0 6.2“ 6.6
Advise farmeéé about herbicides 4,8 5.9 5.5
Formulate rations : 4,6 6.5‘ 5.5
'Sell farm supplies and setrvices 4,6 = 6.0 6.1
Advise farmers about insecticides 4,4 T 5,8 T - 5,3
Develop a lime and fertilize: progranm - .
using soil:test results 4,4 5.9 ; 5.7
Compute the cost of rations 4.4 ' 6,5 - . 5.8
l‘ﬁedge fam c&mmodtties " Q.Q | -:'G;i _“ -: 5.9
".Identify commén weeds and weed seeds &.2- o ’5.8 | | .5.7
" Advise farmers about crop varieties 4,0 5,9 T T 8,5
-Necommend tillage practices 4,0 " 6al 5.8
Calculate price mark-ups, discounts, - -
‘. ete. : ) ' 6.1 5.9
Analyze market trends 3.6 5.6 5,5




Table 59 Continued

As Rated By

Imployers Graduates Students

Technical Abilities- - . o W25 =8 N=24
Plan and organize an agricultural

business L E o 3.6 5.2 5.2
Train, motivate, and evaluate

employees O 3.2 4.9 5.7
Direct and control the operations

of an agricultural business 3.0 5.2 5.3

Select, interview, and test proépect-
ive employees 2.4 4.9 5.5

a
Values are means from a nine-point scale, nine indicating highest value,
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Table 60: -

PREPADATION OF STUDZNTS AND GRADUATES IN TECIIIICAL UNDERSTAIDINGS
‘ AG\I“BUSIW"So PROGRAN3 -

.-As lated By

: Employers - Graduates " Students
Technical Understandings '~ N=5 _ N=8 =24
landling, treating, and condxtxonxng :

grain for storage 5.4 6.6 5.9
ilarketing functions and procedures 5,2 R I 6.1
Use of feed additives 5.0 5,2 5.6
Teed nutrients and livestock nutrient

tequiroments 5.0 $.6 5.6
Fertilizer uses, nanufacture, and

formulation 4,8 - . . 6.2 - 5.9
Common livestock diseases and treat-

ment 4,8 5.8 6.2
Plant growth and development 4.6 5.6 5.8
Purposes of common bacterins, vaccines,

medications, etc. 4.6 5.1 5.7
lorking relations between labor and

management 4,6 S.4 S.7
Soil origin, composition, and

characteristics Qe 5.1 5.2
Principles of price forecasting 4,2 5.4 5.5
Tarehousing laws 4,2 4.9 4.6

Fringe benefits and retirement
procedures 3.6 4.5 4.8

Feed laws and law regulating feed
sales 3.4 4,5 4,1

m




Table 60 Continued

As rated by
Jmployers Graduates Students
.Technical Understandings S ... =8 =24
‘Torkable wage structures 3.4 4,8 5.1
Labor lavs and regulations B 3. 77 7 4 4.5
a

Values are means from a nine-point scale, nine being the highest value,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 61

. PREPABATION.OF STUDEITS AND GRADUAT:S LI TICIICAL ABILITIIS
o TRLTL 7 AGRI-ZQUIRIIZIT PROGRANZ

As Rated Dy

. : Graduates Students
Technical Abilities g=5 =18
neéognize safe‘dse of electricity 7.2 6.5
*Trouble 5ﬂo§£5-$.tract6é enéine 1“- - 7.0 6.2
lAdjust férm maéhinery for proper operation 6.7 6,7
Recommend field machinery to a farmer for a
specific farm situation 646 6.7
Sketch and communicate ideas in drawings 6.4 5.6
Recommend proper type of electric motor for a
specific use 6.2 5.7
Jecommend proper size of electric motor for
a specific use 6,2 5.7
Read blueprints and specifications 6,2 5.1
Recognize normal wear on tractors 6.0 6.7
Calculate price mark-ups, discounts, etcs 5.6 6.1
Interview, select, and test prospective employees 4.8 6.0
Sell farm supplies and services 4,6 6.6
Train, motivate, and evaluate employees 4.4 5.8
Plan and organize an agricultural business 3.8 5.9
Direct and control the operations of an agri-
cultural business 3.0 5.9

“Yalues are means from a nine-point scale, nine being the highest value,
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.Table 62

PREPARATION OF STUDZHTS AlD GRADUATES IUl TECH llCAL UVDERSTAJDIl
- S 7. AGRI~QUIPLZNT PROGRAI - "=

~As rated Dy

Graduates .  Students
Technical Understandings =5 N=19
Types and kinds of farm machinery available - 7.6 7.0
tlomenclature of a-tractor's poWer train ) 7.4 . 048
Principles of operation of the internal combustion
engines 7.2 7.2
Dasic electrical principles ' 7.2 ' '6.2
Traction principles and problems 7.2 6.7
Basic farm crop habits that affect farm machinery |
use and operation , 7.2 © 646
Principles of operation of a tractor's power . )
train 7.0 6.7
ilomenclature of internal cbhbuséion eﬁgines ’7.0 ' :f- 6.8
Soil origin, composition!;qu_chgrggtepis;ig§ 6.8 5.9
Proper hitching 6.8 648
Problems in crop harvesting 6,6 6,6
Principles of crop harvesting 6.4 6.4
Snvironmental control for animals 6.2 5.2
ilydraulic operations 6,0 6.1
siathematical principles as they apply to mechanics 6,0 6.1
lorking relations between labor and management 5.8 6.3
Properties of building materials 5.8 5.3
Plant grouth and reproduction 5.6 5.9
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Table: 62 Continued

As Rated Dy
. Graduates Students
. Technical Understandings - A Ny N=5. . __N=19
Znvironmental control for grain storage and
. other commodities L. _ [ 5.6 . 5.1
Principles of fertilizer placement - ) 5.6 - 6.1
Conventional building practices ‘ * 544 T 5.4
Basic views and conventions used in drafting 544 5.1
Rates of seeding and seeding depth Seb 5.7
Principles of herbicide application 5.4 5.5
"lorkable wage structure 5.2 5.8
Principles of insecticide application 5.0 : 5.4
Fringe benefits and retirement 448 6.1
Job opportunities that exist in the equipment
industry : T 4.6 645
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 63

. PRIPATATION OF STUDINTS AND GRADUATIS Iit TICINICAL ABILITICSS

" 700D PROCSSSING PROGRAL

~As lated By

116

Znployers Graduates Students

Technical Abilities =5 =4 =0
Recognize unsanitary plant conditions 6.8 8.0 8.7
Correct unsanitary plant conditions 6.8 7.2 8.0
Determine adultration in food products G.4 6.5 7.8
Inspect filled containers for proper

"eight ' 6-4 8.0 8.7
Interpret food standards 6.0 6.0 7.3
‘Record quality control data 6.0 7.5 8.2
ileasure product quality using physical :

instrumentation methods - 5.8 6.2 7.8
\ieasure the quality of specific foods -5.8 - 7.0 G.S
Deternine the gqiality o) food products 5.8 7.8 8.0
Inspect foou contiiners tor defects 5.8 6.8 7.8
- Inspect food la\alé for defects 5.8 6.8 . - 7.3
lvaluate data“froﬁ recording instru- - ‘ : L -

ments o 5.6 645 . 6.3
3et up statistical quality control

charts for variables in product . : h

quality 5.6 4.5 7.2
Deternine constituents in food '

prOdUCtS . 5.6 ' " 5.5 7.0
Use instruments for measuring the

chenical constituents of food

products 5.6 4.8 6.5



Table 63 Continued

As nNated Jy

Zmployers Graduates Students

Technical A 7 cies oo, 1125 _ =4 .. il=6
Develop. procedures of specifications

and measurements in quality cqntfq} §.6 ; 6.0 6,2
Develop quality control charts . 5.6 6.5 7.8
Operate a steam or kettle blancher . 4,6 5.5 ~ 647
Conduct microscopic and viable plate : < .
' counts 4,6 5.2 8.0
Operate a comminuter _ ' 4ot 5.8 6.7

Determine the effectiveness of various
" detergents and chlorination

pl‘ocedures 4-2 . . 5.8 : 7.0
Identify types of microorganisms in L .

a sample . N 4,0 5.0 ) 5.8
Evaluate a problenm using dimgnsional :
' analysis ) 3,8 1.5 5.5
Use recorder inﬁtruments S 3.6 6.0 7.0

Calculate themmo process time and

temperature » 3.4 4,8 6.5
6aICU1ate volume of simple shapes . %4 4,2 - 743
Adjust the sorting belt speed’ 3.2 5,2 5.8
Calculate per cent error : 3}2: T 6.8 8.5

sialke adjustments in operations or
processes with the aid of :
automatic controls 2.8 6.5 . 1.0

Install and make adjustments of
testing instrunents 2,8 5.0 , 6,3
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= Table 63 Continued

As lated By

- inployers Graduates Students
Technical Abilities =5 =4 N=6
Operate color instruments 2.8 5.8 7.7

Prepare solutions in proper proportions
by weight 2.8 5.8 7.5

Use a slide rule for all food pro-
cessing calculations . 2.8 6.2 . 7.0

“Isolate in pure culture different

nicroorganisns 2,6 5.8 6.6
.ieasurc enzyme‘activity 2.6 4,2 6.0
Calculate freezing and drying rates

of specific foods 2.6 3.0 5.8
Deternmine specific nutrients of food

products 2,6 3,2 5.5
Set up and conduct flavor pancls 2,6 5.8 8.0
Read, analyze, and report on

technical articles 2.6 5.8 6,5
Identify chemical compounds 2.6 4,5 6.7
Perforn moisture-vapor exchange

rate studies 2.6 7.8 6,8
Operate a hydrout coring device 1.6 4,0 5.0
Operate an abrasive peeler 1,6 6.0 5.3
Convert kilowatts to horsepotrer 1.6 5.0 645
Calculate calories and JTU 1.6 5.2 7.5

Deternmine amperes dratm by electrical
equipment 106 4.8 505

1R




Table 63 Continued

- " As Dated By . .-

o A inployers Graduates Students
Technical Abilities =5 N=4 N=6
 3alance organie and inorganic
chemical equations 1.6 4.5 6.5
Contact and use the services of a
food broker ' 1.6 3.2 4,3
Operate a labeling machine 1,6 5.2 " 547
Operate a closing machine 1.6 5.0 7.7
Operate a reel, spray or soak washer 1,6 " 448 5.5
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Table 64

PRIPACATION, OF STUDZUTS AUD GRADUATIS I Tuc INICAL UNDIRSTANDINGS
' T 00D PROC. 551G BROGRA: -

‘T As Dated ly

“nployers Graduates Students

Taechnical Undexrstandings . =5 =4 ufs
Importance of plant inspectors 7.2 7.8 . 3.0
Principles of canning foods 7,0 ' 5.8 8.0
Sanitation methods 6.3 7.0 8.0
Organization of quality control

departments - 6.4 4,8 7.3
ileed for quality control in food : ‘

processing 6.2 8.2 8.8

Organization and responsibility of a
sanitation progran 6.2 7.0 7,8

Control and elimination of rodent
and insect pests in the food plant 6.,2- 7.0 7.7

'Ptinciples of sanitary plant and e o
equipnent construction 6.2 5.2 S.0

Production practxces related to

food quality _ 6.2 . N - 7.8
:iachinery used in food processxng 6.0 6.5 :3.0
“Thstruments used in quality control 6;6 s 5;3 S 8.0
Zquipnent used in canning - 6.0 .. . - 6.2 8.2
. Use of food, color, and preservat1ve T
additives 6,0 6.2 . 6.8
‘Quality characteristics of specific . . . AP
. foods . 6,0 7,5 7,3
Deasons for a good processng in&ustry 5;8‘ Co 5.5 ' 7.7
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Table 64 Continued

As Dated 3y

Znployers Graduates Students

Technxcal Understand;;gs S =5 =4 =6
Princxples of gradxng and - inspectlon .

of food products e 5.8 7.0 7.8
Level and flow neters . 5.8 6.2 7.5
Control and elimination of nicro=

organisms in the food plant 5.8 7,0 8.2
Scientific method 5.8 6.8 6.7
Food processing terminology . 5.6 ' 7.2 7,0
:letal packaging of processed food 5.6 6.5 . 5.7
Glass packaging of processed food 5.6 6.3 - 6,0
Product flow into a food processing
Temperature indicating devices 5.6 1.0 Y
lleat and heat transfer 5.6 6.2 12
llow microorganisms propagate 5.6 .60 - 7.5
Concepts of the food processing

industry 5.4 o 1.0 © 7.0
Areas of production of various o

food products ‘ 5.4 - " 5.5 . 6.5
Chain of command in business . 54 6.0 | 5.0
leed for and use of a factory flow @ - ' .

chart , 5.4 7.0 8.2
Types of apgricultural food products 5.2 6.0 ‘6;8

., )

Food product lavs, regulations, etc, 5.0 7.0 ﬁ7.8




Table 64 Continued

- —
=TT .

SILITTevAs Dated 3y L o - -
Zmployers Graduates Students

Technical Understandings ' N=5 1=4 =6

Food standards 5.0 i 7.2 8.0

Corrugated and fiber packaging of :
processed food 5.0 6.5 6,3

iajor uses of agricultural commodities
in processing . 4.8 . 5.8 6,7

Characteriscics of major fruits and . )
vegetables 4.8 6.5 - 6,3

Principles of the hydrometer, mano=
meter, Bourdon tubé, “etc, “h.4° . . ... 6,5 R .

Food processing plant design and
layout 4,4 6n2 7n0

Energy and precssure as it applies to
instrumentation 4.0 6.0 6,7

Simple machines as used in complex

machinery 4.0 5.2 6,8
Relationship between force, motion,
energy and power 2,6 5,5 7.2
Use of electricity and light in
instrumentation 2,6 4,5 5.8
Principles of freezing foods 2,6 5.5 7,3
Principles of dehydrating foods 2,6 6,0 7,3
Equipment used in freezing 2,6 ) 7.2
Zquipment used in delydration 2,6 4,2 7.3
Flexible packaging of processed food 2,4 5,8 6,5
ilarketing raw food pruducts to the
processor 1,6 5,2 5,7
)
1 1 00
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Table 64 Continued

= As rated By ..

T o Zmployers Graduates Students
Technical Understandings o N=S . N=4 . N=6
Methods and routes used in food
. transportation 1.6 5.0 ' 5.0
ilethods used to market food products .

by the processor _ 1.6 4.8 5.7
Function of market research 1.6 4.5 5.3
Use of advertising media in marketing

food products 1,6 4.8 5.5
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Table 65

- PREPARATION. OF STUDINTS AND GRADUATES IN TECHNICAL ABILITIZS
" HORTICULTURZ PROGRAM R

As Rated By .
. Zmployers Graduates Students
Technical Abilities ] N=9 N=7 N=3
Sa%ély use recommended pesticides 6.6 6.6 7.3
Use inorganic and organic fertilizers 6.2 6.7 7.0
Identify common horticultural piant
raterials 6.2 6.9 7.3
Determine types of fertilizer to use.
., in various situations 6.1 6.5 7.7
Conduct a training program for
maintenance personnel 6.1 5.7 5.7
Identify mechanical damage . 5.8 6.0 6.7
Conserve soil moisture 5.8 6.3 7.0
Identify insect damage 5.7 5.0 - 1,7
Identify plant diseases : 5.6 5.9 - ha
Develop and prepare soil mixtures - 5.4 6.0 1.7
Plan a spraying.program o Se4 . si9 + 1.7
Recogn1ze plant nutrient defxcienc1es $.3° 7 5.6 - i 6,0
Teach a work crew new methods’ 5.3 BN -7 ¢ R P |
Operate common horticultural equipment, C
sprayers, movers, etc. ) 5.2 7.3 ° S
Calibrate sprayers for correct rate of : '
application S.1 : 5.9 : 6.7
Remove surplus water : 5.1 5¢3 7.0
Select and use plant materials in ’ :
landscaping S.1 6.3 19,0
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Table 65 Continued

As Rated By

Employers Graduates Students
Techn1ca1 Abxlities - oo N=9 ‘ . N=7 ‘ N=3
Apply line and fértiliznn to properly
correct "soil ‘deficiencies. . L 5.0 . 4 - 7.3
Plan work schedules ‘ 5.0 . .. - 646 7.7
‘laintain and adjust common horti- :
cultural equipment 5.0 7.0 5,3
Hahage turf crops K 5.0 . 6.4 : 7.3
Read and interpret landscape drawings 4.9 ' 6.6 9.0
Recognize common engine failures 4,8 5.4 5,3
Plan a drainage system 4.8 5.6 t; 7,7
Dxaw landscape plans : 4.8 ‘ 6.6 © 940
Tune-up small gesoline engines 4,7 5.4 5.3
Control factors affecting basic plant _ _
processes 4.4 5.0 5.0
Tpst soil for nutrient deficiencies 4.3 © 5,7 SRR BV |
Develop a plan of soil managément Co . o
. for outdoor sites - 4.2 5.3 —--
Sharpen and adjust a reel mower . 4,2 5.9 6.7
“Keep growth records . 4.2 5.0 7.0
Determine labor needs and costs for o - o
specific jobs . 3.9 0 5.6 . 6.3
Establish a maintensnce and cost- ) ' ' : '

accounting system for equipment 3,8 : 5.3 8,7
Keep weather .records ) 3.7 5.0 7.0

Analyze plant processes under con- o
trolled conditions . 3,7 a1 s




Table 65 Continued

As Rated By

Zmployers Graduates Students
Technical Abilities . .. . N=9 _N=7 N=3
Pldnan irrigation system 1,7 5.1 7.7
Develdp a plan of soil management o
for greenhouse crops 1,1 4.3 7.7

QC
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Table 66

P?uPARATIOI OF STUDENTS AND GRADUATES IM TLCHVICAL UND IRSTANDINGS
Lo HORTICULTURn PROGRAM -~ ~ -

As Qated By

. Enmployers Graduates . Students

Technical Understandings N=9 N=7 N=4
Structure and activity of ataqms 8.9 4,7 ' - 4,2
Soil improvement materials =~ = 6,4 6.7 6.5
tlethods of job and employee evaluation 6.3 6.6 6.2
Fertilizers and soil fertility 6,2 6,9 7.2
Zlements needed by plants and their

conmon sources 6.2 6.3 7.5
Technician's qualifications in the

horticultural industry 6,2 S.4 5.8
Job opportunities as a horticultural

tecmiCian 6.2 4.7 5.5
Importance of organic matter in the

solls 6.0 6.4 7.0
Soil--water-~plant relationships 6,0 6.6 7.0
Pesticides, their safe use and

compatibilities 6.0 5.6 6.8
Physical properties of soil 5.9 6.3 6.2
Technician's rols in the horticultural

industry 5.8 5.9 6,0
Principles of engine operation 5.7 5.9 6,2
Understanding of photosynithesis and

respiration 5.7 6.3 7.2
3asic processes of plant growth 5.6 6.6 7.0
Soil reactions 5.4 6.0 7.0
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Table 6% Continued

As Rated Jy

Employers Graduates Students

Technical Understandings =9 =7 =4
Relationship between cultural

practices, environmental condit~-

ions and insect and disease

problems Se4 5.4 6.5
Relationship of organic and inorganic

chemistry to horticulture 5,3 5.6 5.0
Maintenance and tune-up of engines

and equipment 5.2 5.7 5.0
Landscape design principles 4.8 6,1 9.0
Nitrogen cycle 4.7 6,3 7.2
Principles and procedures of plant

propagation 4,4 5,9 5.8
Forms of plant life 4.4 5.7 6.2
Seil microorganism 4,2 5.4 5.5
Landscape architecture 4,0 5.6 8.5
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